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https://interestingengineering.com/military/us-fleet-deal-warships-japanese-shipyards

Looks like a deal between Japan and the US is coming close to completion, which would allow Japan to repair and upgrade USN ships in Japanese naval yards. I feel like it’s very hard to overstate the significance this will have on American power projection in the region. 

The USN’s #1 bottleneck in both ship production and deployment is the maintenance/dockyard availability in the mainland USA. Japan is like #3 in the world for shipyard industrial base, so to have a large amount of the 7th fleet able to use Japanese infrastructure to repair and upgrade instead of using valuable dockyard space 7,000 miles away back in the USA is a big deal. This could long term also allow for more naval ships to be made in the USA, and if desperate enough could eventually lead to USN ships hulls being built in Japan with then sensitive equipment installed in USA.
The Turkish parliament [has the votes](https://x.com/b_nishanov/status/1749866331896209895?s=20) to approve Sweden's NATO membership. It will go on to the next stage and need to be signed into law by Erdoğan.

On the Hungary front, Orbán publicly [announced](https://x.com/PM_ViktorOrban/status/1749711801925660883?s=20) that he had "sent an invitation letter to Prime Minister Ulf Kristersson for a visit to Hungary to negotiate on Sweden’s NATO accession."

Sweden has [denied his request](https://www.politico.eu/article/sweden-declines-orbans-push-for-nato-negotiations/) for any negotiations.

Billström has said that "I see no reason to negotiate at this point".

Likely it's just Orbán trying to get some last minute concessions. But the Swedes are calling his bluff now that the Turks will approve their entrance this week. We shouldn't expect that they'll hold up this process because they previously promised that they would ["not be the last"](https://www.reuters.com/world/sweden-says-hungary-sticking-promise-over-nato-accession-2023-12-12/) to approve Sweden's membership. This makes any delay politically embarrassing.
[Jeff21461](https://twitter.com/Jeff21461/status/1749771004967084162)

>The State Defense Council of Lithuania has announced that it has selected the Leopard 2 for adoption by the Lithuanian armed forces.

Lithuania has now officially started the negotiation process for buying Leopard 2s. Reportedly it will likely be around 50 MBTs plus support vehicles to equip a battalion. 

Last year the German government signed a framework contract with KMW to allow other countries to buy Leopard 2A8s to the same conditions as the Bundeswehr. I expect Lithuania to make use of that and procure 2A8s with Trophy APS. 

With all these recent developments, there will be a sizeable forces of AFVs in the Baltics going forward. Between the German brigade, Lithuania's Leopards and the MBTs from the different eFP forces (like the British Challengers) there should be around 200 MBTs in the Baltics going forward. This is on top of IFVs like the Lithuanian Vilkas, Estonian CV90s and whatever vehicle wins the Latvian competition.
For your consideration:

In [this post](https://open.substack.com/pub/deadcarl/p/ukraine-and-the-lessons-of-blitzkrieg?r=1ro41m&utm_campaign=post&utm_medium=web), I argue that while there are many unique factors involved in the Fall of France, by de-mythologizing the Blitzkrieg, there are enduring lessons that can be taken from it, as illustrated by the case of Ukraine.
  

  
Based on Karl-Heinz Frieser’s book, The Blitzkrieg Legend, the German victory in the Battle of France was not the product of a master plan, but of superiority in basic principles that ultimately made a decisive victory possible. By focusing on building out these capabilities (rather than “game changers”) Ukraine stands the best chance of achieving the advantages necessary to liberate its occupied territories.
  

  
(If you can’t tell, I highly recommend this book.) If you’re more interested in a broader overview, I also recommend Gerhard P. Gross’s The Myths and the Reality of German Warfare.
An IL 76 just crashed in belgorod with supposedly 63 people on board in the video you can see it is pretty heavily damaged before impacting the ground and exploding 

https://x.com/bayraktar_1love/status/1750080611799245200?s=46&t=yVbzA86LeGfok6RenjC6wQ
The EU Commissioner for Internal Markets on the second leg of ASAP and shell [production](https://defence-industry.eu/thierry-breton-eu-is-increasing-production-of-ammunition/):


> Breton emphasized the need to prioritize sending the majority of ammunition produced by European firms to Ukraine, which has been engaged in conflict with Russia for nearly two years.

>The EU aims to reach a production capacity of one million ammunition shells annually by March or April, with plans to further enhance this capacity to around 1.3 to 1.4 million by year-end.


Important to note, this would not include BAE’s Washington plant that should be doing at least ~350k rounds. Further, fairly certain that it does not include offshore production (namely the RDM and RNM JVs,) which could be used to supply other buckets. Pretty sure it does include Nammo’s production since Norway is a part of the EDF even though it’s not a part of the EU. Replacement fill levels are undisclosed but could move with realities. So, while leg one has fallen significantly short of its target, legs 2 and 3 could potentially hold up.
[21 IDF soldiers killed in attack](https://apnews.com/article/israel-hamas-war-news-01-23-2024-6f6e893b6dfa05ddf5a81ecb67b72d05)

A IDF Engineering/Demolition team was placing charges/explosives to demo a structure  when a RPG hit, resulting in the  charges they were laying to go off.

The Israeli  military also announced that ground forces had encircled the southern city of Khan Younis.

Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu vowed to press ahead until “absolute victory,”  in response to the soldiers death.

It will be interesting to see if the loss of these soldiers increase cease fire calls from the Israeli people or build support for a continued fight.
Taiwan has started construction of a new light ASW frigate.  Part of Taiwan's plan to be able to counter the ever-growing Chinese Navy.

[Taiwan’s Republic of China Navy is facing two looming threats from China and has been struggling to create a force structure to handle both.](https://news.usni.org/2023/06/07/taiwans-navy-caught-between-two-strategies-to-counter-chinese-threat)

*First, the ROCN must be able to meet the risk of a potential full-scale invasion by the People’s Republic of China. Second, it has to confront the constant grey zone activities carried out by Chinese forces that are harassing Taiwan’s borders on a daily basis.*

*Taiwan is trying to address the balance and has increased its defense spending for 2023 by 13.9 percent over 2022, so that it now reaches about NT$586.3 billion, or USD$18.8 billion. Meanwhile, Dotson noted two trends in naval procurement: “One is that further drive towards indigenous production, at the same time in tandem with a move towards more of a focus on smaller surface vessels.”*

[Taiwan Starts Construction of New Light ASW Frigate | Naval News | January 2024](https://www.navalnews.com/naval-news/2024/01/taiwan-starts-construction-of-new-light-asw-frigate/)

*The information was first reported by Taiwan’ state own news agency CNA.*

*A ceremony was held at the Kaohsiung shipyard of the Jong Shyn Shipbuilding Company (中信造船， JSSC). Taiwan Navy Commander Admiral Tang Hua (唐華) hosted the ceremony, JSSC CEO Pi-Hsiang Han (韓碧祥) and several other navy officials attended the ceremony.*

*As previously reported, the ROC Navy’s project to build a new-generation 4,500-ton class frigate has stalled for various reasons, such as budget problems, wrong decisions by the Navy, and NCSIST’s inability to develop an AESA radar suitable for the 4500-ton hull.*

*The ROC Navy changed the purpose of the frigate project from developing a 4,500-ton frigate to building two frigates of about 2,500 tons because of the urgent need to track Chinese naval vessels and replace the aging Knox-class frigates earlier. Construction of the first ship, the anti air warfare (AAW) variant, began in November 2023.*

*After the delivery of the first two prototype ships in 2026, the Taiwanese navy plans to build 10 follow-on ships and will decommission one Knox-class when all light frigates in both configuration (AAW and ASW) have been delivered.*

*According to the ROC Navy’s report to the Taiwanese parliament, there will be two variants of the new generation light frigate, one focusing on air defense and the other on anti-submarine warfare.*

*The light frigates will be 115 meters long and have a displacement of 2,500-3,000 tons. They are classified as Tier 2 (or second class) combat ships and are set to become the workhorse of the Taiwanese Navy. They will be used to respond to situations in the “gray zone”, patrol the Taiwan Strait, conduct reconnaissance and surveillance missions, escort transport ships and supplies to remote islands, secure sea lines of communication, and support military exercises and training.*

*Both variants of the ship were designed by Gibbs & Cox. A variation of the parent design is being proposed to Australia as reported recently by Naval News. Another variation was showcased at SNA 2024 (image above).*

*The ROC Navy’s light frigates will be equipped with CMS-330 Combat Management System, BAE ARTISAN radar, 76mm cannon, TC-2N SAMs, HF-3 ASMs, Phalanx Close-In Weapon System and S-70C ASW helicopters. There have been some rumors that the light frigates could be equipped with the Sea Oryx CIWS, but so far there is no information to suggest that the frigates will be equipped with Sea Oryx.*

*The AAW variant of the light frigate can shoot SAMs with VLS, while the ASW variant is not equipped with VLS but shoots SAMs with fixed-angle launchers. It will also be equipped with light torpedoes launchers as well as air-launched torpedoes.*

*ROC Navy Chief of Staff Vice Admiral Chiang Cheng-kuo (蔣正國) also told MPs that the light frigates will be equipped with towed sonar, which is among the most advanced active and passive sonar in the world, but he could not say which country the system originated from.*
Hamas has [rejected](https://www.timesofisrael.com/hamas-rejects-israels-offer-for-two-month-pause-for-release-of-hostages/) an Israeli ceasefire proposal that would have given a two-month pause in the fighting, in exchange for the rest of the hostages, as well as some significant troop withdrawals from population centers in Gaza, and allowing the return of civilians to the north. 

How much can be read from this rejection, with regards to to how confident Israel and Hamas is feeling with how the war is going? To me, this feels like Hamas is feeling stronger than one might expect; if they were currently feeling serious pressure, with the imminent fall of Khan Younis, one would think that a two-month ceasefire would be welcomed, as a means of stabilizing their forces, re-entering and shoring up Gaza City, and generally licking their wounds. Especially if they could do all this in a month, and then relaunch hostilities while still keeping some hostages for further leverage.
After Avdiivka which could be Russia next main objective, and for that I mean Avdiivka style effort to take it?

[Kupyansk seems the most probable](https://twitter.com/ChuckPfarrer/status/1749822883411431434?t=WoLtfYTLhGrpyCRpmIfLqw&s=19)

[another could be Chasiv Yar](https://twitter.com/ChuckPfarrer/status/1749832918115999772?t=MtBU7gsao5URJ_m1BZIzsQ&s=19)

Then there are the Krinky bridgehead and the Rabotino ledge.
I found this to be an insightful interview, with some novel ideas.

Most importantly, Suslove says that "Putinism" (a strange name, I don't think we will be speaking of it in 50 years like of Marxism today) is based on three postulates: identitarian conservatism (the Russian people are never-changing), right-wing communitarianism (belonging to a community irrevocably by birth) and populism (not the traditional "we the people versus the elite" but "we the global majority versus *the golden billion*").

Suslov says that this ideology already appeals to many in the global south and, if tempered by a leftist agenda, might grow even more attractive.

&#x200B;

[**‘Putinism is Based on Very Deep Demands’**](https://russiapost.info/politics/putinism)

interview with Mikhail Suslov Associate professor, University of Copenhagen

\- Putin's United Russia went through three distinct ideological stages - liberal conservativism (2004-2009), identitarian conservativism (2009-2014), identitarian conservativism with a geopolitical aspect (2014-2022).

\- Now we see the emergence of redefinition of this ideology to appeal to "global majority".

\- Conservatism is very difficult to “sell” on the international market because ⁠it is always defined in national terms. That is, for Russia, conservativism is Russian, while for Britain it is British. This is why Putinism is trying to "sell" the concept of justice.

\- Putin could not create a traditional conservative ideology - what tradition to focus on? Communism? That is not conservative. Tsardom? Almost forgotten and with just fringe popular support.

\- The solution was to build on the tradition of "thousand years of Russian history", which includes everything.

\- This suggests that each period of this thousand-year history is valuable and important, but the identity of the people is unchanging.

\- There is no cult of personality (yet). Putinism itself, as a certain political and ideological model, may be greater than Putin. Because it was not Putin who imposed his ideas on the majority of Russians and the political elite, whose consolidation after the outbreak of the war, was amazing. This is their ideology, they like it. That is, Putin’s personality is only a small component of Putinism.

\- **Putinism is a combination of three main postulates: identitarian conservatism, right-wing communitarianism and populism**.

\- Putin’s ideologists say that the main thing for us is faith in God, justice and solidarity, not life, freedom and the pursuit of happiness.

\- Putin’s populism is geopolitical, taking the contradiction between the people and the elite to the international level (not "us the people vs the elites" but "us the global majority vs the golden billion")

\- In order to appeal to China Putinism might come to mix traditional values and a leftist agenda. And if this happens, yes, it will become a very powerful ideology.
[removed]
[removed]
Media is reporting that N. Korea's posture has significantly changed regarding South Korea and [some analysts are even speculating that Kim is actually planning a war or at least a limited attack](https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-68052515).

Is this an October surprise cooked up by Putin to try to get Trump in the white house and prove to American voters that only Trump can tame Kim and tame Putin (when obv in reality Putin thinks Trump will sabotage the west's efforts to contain him).
[The Controversy of the Decolonization Discourse](https://russiapost.info/society/decolonization)

A good review of the failures and pitfalls of the "decolonisation of Russia" narrative pushed by some influential circles in the West.

It reaches a conclusion that was obvious from the start - talking about dismembering Russia is tremendously useful to only one group of people - Putin's regime and its propaganda.

Ragozin puts it this way: 

“A vast majority of Russians, pro-Putin and anti-Putin alike, see the decolonization discourse for what it is – an often comically hapless infowar effort that helps the Kremlin’s propaganda way more than Ukraine’s war effort.”

The article ends with a clear warning: 

"... thousands of Tatars, Buryats and Tuvans are fighting in Ukraine for the Kremlin in real life, many of them as volunteers. Putin is successfully building a political nation in his own authoritarian designs, while the West’s designs for Russia are hard to comprehend."
[removed]
[removed]
Let’s say, God forbid with an active war with China, how are such factories protected? Are they surrounded by patriot missile batteries?
This is a prime example of what many of us (anti-USA’s hegemony folks) mean by when we talk about USA’s purposeful antagonism and provocation towards foreign countries.

Instead of building the facilities domestically to improve their own infrastructure and economy, US government is purposely positioning its critical OFFENSIVE military asset production in Chinese regional sphere of influence significantly increasing the risk of Chinese/NK’s potential first strike towards Japanese territory.

This is what we mean when we say that USA’s slow encroachment with NATO’s expansion in Europe towards Russia and the ever growing and overwhelming base presence around Iran in ME is pushing the thresholds even further towards provocation and an active war.

Would you be fine if China decides to use some of the major navy yards in Mexico in the Gulf for military purposes next to USA?

Just because Japan is an independent democracy and can choose whatever they want to do, it doesn’t mean that USA should , by choice, completely disregard the opinion of non-allied countries. Maybe there is a misconception that it creates yet another deterrent for China to act upon and to further protect Japan, though time after time it has shown us that it only leads to diplomatic exhaustion and gradually pushes the “enemies” towards action, regardless of the risk involved with it.

This pattern HAS to be broken if we don’t want to eventually sleepwalk into war with China, Iran and NK and indirectly trigger a WW3. It won’t matter if the other side attacks first when they’ve consistently been put under  USA’s force projection at their doorsteps, it would be enough of a stimulus for them to risk an all out war anyways.
[Turkey ratifies Sweden's Nato membership after months of blocking accession](https://www.middleeasteye.net/news/turkey-sweden-nato-membership-after-months-long-block)


>The majority of Turkish MPs voted for Sweden's bid, including members of the main opposition Republican People’s Party (CHP).


Looks like Hungary will be the last.
Turkey's parliament has passed the bill. 

[Gift NYT article](https://www.nytimes.com/2024/01/23/world/europe/turkey-sweden-nato.html?unlocked_article_code=1.P00.1hXm.JCu8NygjrJi5&smid=url-share)
So, yesterday, there was a bit of skepticism on my end because of [these](https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/nato-accession-looks-be-not-priority-sweden-hungary-says-2024-01-18/) comments an aide to Orban made a few days ago:

> Ratification has been stranded in the Hungarian parliament for more than a year, with Prime Minister Viktor Orban's ruling nationalists saying there is no threat to Sweden's security and citing what they call undue Swedish allegations that they have eroded democracy in Hungary.

>Sweden was "not taking any steps to strengthen trust in order for our relationship to become one of allies and friends", Gergely Gulyas, Orban's chief of staff, told a briefing.

> Replying to a reporter's question, he said Hungary wanted to avoid being the last country to ratify Sweden's NATO accession, but "we will probably not manage to do so without Sweden's help. Why should it be important to me if it is not important to Sweden?"


As you said, however, there are reasons to be optimistic, and while political embarrassment has long stopped mattering in Budapest, this is an entirely different kettle of fish than Orban’s domestic policies that rub the EU the wrong way, or Ukraine obstructionism.
I wonder what concessions Erdogan ended up getting. 

Last I heard F-16s were still blocked no matter what. So maybe Eurofighters? Or something else entirely.
Yesterday the parliament of Türkiye ratified Sweden's NATO accession. While President Erdogan has not yet signed it, this is expected to happen fairly soon. Hence, contrary to all earlier pledges, Hungary has become the last country to ratify Stockholm's NATO membership..
  
.
  
Until now the semi-official Hungarian explanation has been that by delaying the ratification Hungary helped Türkiye, i.e., made sure that Ankara was not left alone with her delay. Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Hungarian Parliament, Zsolt Németh voiced this even publicly, and this has been the dominant explanation in closed-door meetings too. 
  
What exactly did Budapest profit from helping Ankara was never published; interestingly enough, the otherwise extremely transactionalist Hungarian foreign policy apparatus never said even a single word about it.
  
.
  
However, since yesterday this explanation has lost all its validity, as Türkiye ratified Sweden's NATO accession. From now on, there is only one country that benefits from a further delayed Swedish accession: Russia.
  
.
  
There are two main reasons. First, there is no particular Hungarian national interest behind not allowing Sweden to join the Alliance. In fact, Hungary has never asked anything from Sweden. As a contrast, Türkiye has conducted a tough, not always elegant, but entirely rational bargaining policy vis-a-vis the Sweden (and the U.S.), which, eventually, helped both sides achieve the expected results.
  
Meanwhile, Hungary has never set any particular demand vis-a-vis Sweden, nothing that could have been negotiatied about. (the "pay us more respect" narrative is not a basis for any negotiation).
  
.
  
Sweden is a militarily strong country with significant defense industrial and highly developed intelligence capabilities. By getting Stockholm on board NATO would become stronger, more efficient and more coherent. In fact, this would the Hungarian national interest as well, as the Alliance is the main guarantor of Hungary's security and defense.
  
.
  
Meanwhile, preventing NATO from becoming stronger, more efficient and more coherent serves only Russia's interests.
  
.
  
Second, the NATO accession of Sweden and Finland fundamentally transforms the security environment of the Nordic-Baltic region. From Russia's perspective, this means that the Baltic Sea practically becomes a 'NATO-lake'. The Alliance will be able to deploy troops to the territories of Sweden and Finland much faster, and Moscow's earlier escalation dominance versus the two countries ceases to exist.
  
.
  
Of course, Russia has been actively reacting to these developments (the official Russian declarations on the 'insignificance' of the Finnish and Swedish accessions are no more than political stand-up comedies). Russia fundamentally needs to change its military posture in the entire region. Re-creating the old, Soviet military districts of St. Petersburg and Moscow serves this very purpose. So does the relocation of some assets of the Baltic Fleet to further east (!), onto the Lake Ladoga.
  
However, the realization of all these measures is in a serious delay; the Russian political-military apparatus is not able to complete them on time (partially due to the war in Ukraine).
  
.
  
Hence, the later Sweden becomes member of NATO, the more time Moscow has for adjusting its military posture accordingly. 
  
At this point, by delaying Sweden's NATO membership, the Hungarian government clearly serves Russia's interests.
  
.
  
There is no more ambiguity; there is nowhere to hide anymore. There are no questions left about whether the Hungarian policy serves Türkiye's interests or of somebody else. From now on any further Hungarian delay benefits solely Moscow.
  
.
  
I honestly hope that the ones shaping Hungary's foreign policy are aware of this and will take all the steps necessary for the fastest possible ratification of Sweden's NATO membership. This would be Hungary's real national interest. Meanwhile, if the Hungarian government keep serving Moscow's interests instead, it may lead to severe, lasting consequences.
I think Lithuania also ordered more boxers last year than their entire current fleet. Seems like they are quite serious about expanding their armored force.
This should have been its own submission, as you're making substantial arguments.
I can note that training is discussed regularly here and no one would disagree that Ukraine could use more of it. Haven’t seen any news on rotations to battalion level training in Germany lately but it is an easy presumption that it is ongoing. 

As for concentration of force I would say it is too early to analyze how that can/should/is working in this war, where the defense seems to have strong advantages and concentration of vehicles at the tactical level appears exceptionally risky. WWII recon just can’t compare to today’s battlefield and many concepts of “mobile warfare” are less relevant now. 

It seems to me that Ukraine did try some deception of effort back in June 23 but they mainly succeeded at overly thinning their own efforts. Fixing enemy forces in place and giving them too many options to respond to and thus weakening their response to the true main effort is standard in strategy. But I think Ukraine going active on 4 axes simultaneously was basically one too many - for Ukraine to handle. 

Part of that in turn traces to an incredibly simple but routine detail in this war, which is current supply of artillery ammunition. For now I expect Ukraine to be on the back foot for a while, until Russia inevitably burns through their current stash of North Korean shells. By the time of the good weather in several months things will depend on who has become best at fighting with minimal artillery support (maybe Javelins, etc. will again become a crucial item to pick just one theoretical example). The current status of the war in the spectrums (a “game changer” could yet appear on this front, for either side, I think), will always be important as will whether the F-16s might be able to change the AA envelope significantly.
This is more of a \*post\* for r/WarCollege and not Credible Defense. You may want to consider moving it there.
The reports so far are wild, so worth waiting for a while for reliable information to surface.

https://nitter.net/666_mancer/status/1750090704494153951#m

First quote (mod_russia, 10:30): around 10:00 ... our AD ... has destroyed a Ukrainian UAV ... over Belgorod region.  
Second quote (rian_ru, 11:25): there were (list of casualties) on board of Il-76 which crashed today en route to Belgorod region.

There was indeed some AD activity in Belgorod today:

https://nitter.net/NOELreports/status/1750075122948415723#m
https://twitter.com/NOELreports/status/1750119658353508582


>The crash site and flight direction of the Il-76 that crashed was geolocated. It flew away from Bilhorod towards the northeast.


>The board number of the crashed IL-76 is RA-78830 which flew through Egypt, before that through Saudi Arabia, before that through the Red Sea and Iran. It disappeared from the radar near Syria, and then flew to Bilhorod. After that it departed in the northeastern direction after which it crashed near Yablonovo.


What were Ukrainian prisoners of war doing in the Middle East? This plane was more likely transporting Iranian weapons...
Looks like it was shot down. Wonder if Ukraine is moving a patriot system around the front lines to target russian aircraft.
[Also, another great example of western media blindly portraying Russian MOD claims as fact.](https://x.com/ap/status/1750092618774749458?s=46&t=57gbzzp9q9JOU44K-erSXg)
Reportedly, the plane crashed around [here](https://www.google.com/maps/place/50%C2%B054'33.0%22N+37%C2%B019'32.0%22E/@50.9073942,37.1789782,11z/data=!4m4!3m3!8m2!3d50.9091667!4d37.3255556?entry=ttu). Any guesses on the airports it was flying between?

Edit: [One video's been located](https://twitter.com/blinzka/status/1750087623203307623/), it seems to be traveling Northeast? This makes my first location seem off too.
>Ukrainian sources are claiming to have shot the IL-76 down; that seems probable given the aircraft is visibly breaking apart before impacting the ground.

https://twitter.com/JimmySecUK/status/1750088540375982120
We have confirmation from Ukraine that a PoW exchange was planned for today, though Ukraine is not yet convinced PoWs were onboard

&#x200B;

>Andriy Yusov, Ukraine's Defence Intelligence (HUR) representative, told Kyiv Post that the POW exchange between Russia and Ukraine was supposed to occur today, Jan. 24. However, he said, " It is not taking place now."  
>  
>"The exchange planned for today is not taking place," he said, providing no further information at this time.    
>  
>According to Yusov, the information voiced by the Russian side that prisoners of war could have been on the Il-76 plane that crashed in the Belgorod region is currently being checked.

[https://www.kyivpost.com/post/27114](https://www.kyivpost.com/post/27114)
Was there any instances that Russia used their planes to transport POWs?
Russian MoD issued a statement that there were 65 Ukrainian PoWs and nine Russian crew aboard:

"At about 11:00 Moscow time \[08:00 GMT\], an IL-76 plane crashed in the Belgorod region during a scheduled flight. There were 65 captured servicemen of the Ukraine armed forces on board, transported to the Belgorod region for exchange, six crew members of the aircraft and three accompanying persons. A Russian air forces commission flew to the crash site to establish the causes of the disaster," the ministry said.

https:// sputnikglobe .com/20240124/transport-plane-il-76-with-ukrainian-pows-on-board-crashes-in-belgorod-region---russian-mod-1116352258.html

Edit:

The popular (I don't know how reliable) Ukrainian TG channel Rezident says it was a case of failed deconfliction:

&#x200B;

>Our sources told us that transport planes have not flown to Belgorod for a long time, and today a route for the exchange was agreed upon. At the moment, it is unclear who carried out the uncoordinated operation to destroy the plane, there are more than 10 groups of GUR with MANPADS operating on the territory of Russia, which were not aware of the agreements on the aviation route.

https://t . me/rezident\_ua/21309
It's really hard to keep up with promises, intentions and actual deliveries. 

If the EU is to produce 1m/yr in March/April of this year, that's just shy of 3k/day which would be a pretty good number for Ukrainian needs right?

What is the domestic stockpile need on that production level though? Given the Ukrainians are actually shooting it at Russians though it seems like it shouldn't be much.
>It will be interesting to see if the loss of these soldiers increase cease file calls from the Israeli people or build support for a continued fight.

Fitting question that is already answered by the newest item in the news ticker:

>A senior Egyptian who spoke to The Associated Press on condition of anonymity says terror group Hamas has rejected Israel’s proposal for a two-month ceasefire in which Hamas would release Israeli hostages in exchange for Palestinian security prisoners.  
>  
>The official says Hamas leaders have also refused to leave Gaza and are demanding that Israel fully withdraw from the territory and allow Palestinians to return to their homes.  
>  
>Under Israel’s proposal, Yahya Sinwar and other top Hamas leaders in Gaza would be allowed to relocate to other countries.  
>  
>The official says Egypt and Qatar, which have brokered past agreements between Israel and Hamas, are developing a multi-stage proposal to try to bridge the gaps. The proposal would include ending the war, releasing the hostages and putting forth a vision for resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

[https://www.timesofisrael.com/liveblog\_entry/hamas-rejects-israels-offer-of-two-month-pause-in-gaza-fighting-egyptian-official/](https://www.timesofisrael.com/liveblog_entry/hamas-rejects-israels-offer-of-two-month-pause-in-gaza-fighting-egyptian-official/)

Not much to ceasefire about.

The fundamental gap persists. Hamas has understood that Israel is indeed serious with ending Hamas as a military organization in Gaza and the only way they see in preventing this is by using the hostages as price to get the IDF to withdraw from Gaza and keep Hamas in power. A few sources have also reported that Sinwar demands a guarantee from Israel that they will not blow him up the second the last hostage has left Gaza.

The Israeli government (and still the Israeli public) is not ready for such a deal.

Another proposal often cited (and demanded by the Israeli far-left) is an All-For-All deal which demands the release of 6.000 Palestinian security prisoners (including the perpetrators of the October massacre) in exchange for the hostages. This also has no backing from the Israeli government and public.
Deliberately destroying empty civilian structures for the sake of building a buffer zone is also very concerning. Permanent displacement has been something Israel has insisted it would not carry out, but now it's clear they are willing to do it for the sake of security. The question now is how much is necessary for security and is it legal
Interesting. Gibbs & Cox is US-based. Hard not to think that BAE (makers of Type 45) wouldn't also be an excellent choice given how important anti-aircraft and missile defenses would be to such a platform.

Something else occurs to me: how capable are Taiwan's static and/or land-based ASW capabilities? A 2500 ton frigate is quite vulnerable. Is there a SOSUS equivalent for the Taiwan strait? How much coverage could land-based ASROC analogues realistically provide? I would expect the lifetime of a 2500 ton ASW frigate to be measured in hours when the balloon goes up.

Am I being too critical, or is this another example of Taiwanese military procurement not being optimized for their actual strategic situation?
Hamas leadership will never release all the hostages. That’s the only shield they have to keep themselves alive. If they release all hostages, a countdown clock on their assassinations will start. The events of Oct. 7th will never go unavenged - it’s a given in Israeli public opinion. There is no other future guarantee for their lives that Hamas leadership can hope to have. Hamas leadership knows this, and Israeli leadership knows this. Israeli hostage families probably also know this but are in denial because they don’t want to face the madness.
The latest reporting actually argues in the opposite in every way:

>[Hamas Open to Releasing Some Israeli Hostages for Pause in Fighting, Mediators Say](https://www.wsj.com/world/middle-east/hamas-open-to-releasing-some-israeli-hostages-for-pause-in-fighting-mediators-say-81988681)

>>Group previously pushed back against any proposal that didn’t involve a permanent cease-fire

> Officials of Palestinian militant group Hamas have told international mediators that they are open to discussing a deal to release some of the kidnapped Israelis they are holding hostage in exchange for a significant pause in fighting, Egyptian officials said Tuesday.

>The overture marks a significant shift by Hamas, which for weeks has insisted it would only negotiate on hostages as part of a comprehensive agreement that would lead to a permanent end to the war that has engulfed Gaza since Hamas militants attacked southern Israel on Oct. 7. Israel says 1,200 people were killed in the attacks and over 240 taken hostage.

> Hamas's latest proposal comes as fierce fighting rages in the group's last major stronghold, the southern Gaza city of Khan Younis. Israel says that senior Hamas figures are hiding in tunnels under Khan Younis with at least some of the hostages.

And

> Both sides have rejected multiple proposals made via Egypt and Qatar following the end of the last cease-fire on Nov. 30. The latest development, while positive, doesn't mean that a deal is imminent and talks could still collapse, the officials said.

>Israeli officials have told their Egyptian and Qatari counterparts that they remain skeptical of a potential breakthrough in the talks but are willing to continue discussing the guidelines for a potential deal, the officials said.

>Diplomats involved in mediating the talks have called on both sides to agree on a phased process that would start with a release of hostages and, eventually, lead to a withdrawal of Israeli forces and an end to the war in Gaza.

Another [report](https://www.reuters.com/world/middle-east/one-month-gaza-truce-focus-intensive-talks-sources-say-2024-01-23/):


> Israel and Hamas broadly agree in principle that an exchange of Israeli hostages for Palestinian prisoners could take place during a month-long ceasefire, but the framework plan is being held up by the two sides' differences over how to bring a permanent end to the Gaza war, three sources said.

> The latest round of shuttle diplomacy started on Dec. 28 and has narrowed disagreements about the length of an initial ceasefire to around 30 days, after Hamas had first proposed a pause of several months, said one of the sources, an official briefed on the negotiations.

>However, Hamas has since refused to move forward with the plans until the future conditions of a permanent ceasefire are agreed, according to six sources. Most of the sources consulted for this story requested anonymity in order to speak freely about sensitive matters.

> One offer by Israel is to end the war if Hamas removes six senior leaders from Gaza, said a seventh source, a senior Hamas official. However, Hamas "absolutely" rejected the proposal, he said.
My thoughts are possibly that this offer was "made to fail" for optics. Now it looks like Hamas is not being receptive to peace plans.
The Ukrainian military observer Mashovets a few months ago speculated about three possible options as an objective for a Russian offensive during 2024.

1) Avdiivka

2) Kupyansk

3) Lyman

Point 1) is self-explanatory. It's the Russian main effort at the moment, the offensive is directed by the command of the Southern Military District in Rostov-on-Don and specifically by its 8th Army, which has reportedly carte blanche in terms of availability of men and equipment in order to fullfill the task, which, as we see, is done with total disregard of losses. And it's no coincidence that they received the 2nd and 41st Armies of the Central MD as reinforcements. The objective is political in nature, well before it is strategic.

For point 2), the Russians this summer had launched a little-known offensive, when their main effort was the defense in the Southern front, in the direction of Borova in the Svatove sector. Here the goal was to reach Borova, an important crossing town on the Oskil and cut in two the Ukrainian presence in the eastern bank. The Russians managed to cross the Zherebets (near Serhiivka/Novojehorivka) but were blocked by the Ukrainians after a few kilometers, before they reached the watershed between the Zherebets and the Oskil. After that, they intensified their actions in the Kupyansk sector, attacking in six different directions - Synkivka the most famous one, against which they have been beating their heads for months and there have been very few successes, partly due to the arrival of Ukrainian reinforcements. The Russians have the 1st Tank Army in the area, along with other formations from the Western MD. However, their successes have been underwhelming compared to the men and vehicles deployed in this area. One problem that has arisen in recent days is the breakthrough near Krokhmalne/Tabaivka, with the Russians trying to attack Berestove and Pishchane during this week. The elevation helps the Russians right there - it is possible, however, that the Ukrainians will be able to stop them in the watershed between the Pischana and the Oskil. Let's recall that the city of Kupyansk is in large majority in the western bank of the Oskil, so the Russians at this juncture would not be able to conquer the city without an action in the western bank, given the natural barrier posed by the Oskil. Overall, the situation is under control, at the moment. Potential Russian actions from Belgorod Oblast against the Kharkiv Oblast in the area between the Siversky Donets and Oskil are a very remote possibility at the moment, let alone against the city of Kharkiv itself.

For point 3), the goal is to capture the area around Lyman and Yampil, which would allow the Russians to significantly approach Sloviansk from that direction, though there is a natural barrier before the Sloviansk-Kramatorsk conurbation, posed by the Siversky Donets. Despite the fact that the Russian Group "Center" has been significantly weakened after sending those two armies to Avdiivka, the Russians have regained the momentum to begin developing this plan thanks to the full commitment of the 20th Army (WMD) and the recent deployment of the new 25th Army (possibly CMD) in the sector. We are seeing the first phase of this plan, with the attacks towards Terny over the past month and a half, which have been joined in recent weeks by those against Makiivka. The goal is, firstly, to cut off the Ukrainian capability to supply troops in the eastern bank of the Zherebets and eventually to occupy the entire Makiivka-Yampolivka axis, driving the Ukrainians out of the eastern bank. The second phase will be the seizure of all the Serebrianka Forest and Torske, after which they will aim towards Lyman and the eastern bank of the Oskil from the south. Although there have been successes towards the Zherebets, this plan would be very costly and would need far more troops and gear. The Ukrainian grouping in the Kreminna sector is very large and I see no scenario whereby the Russians would have any way to force the Zherebets in its southern course in the short/medium term.

I add other possible targets:

4) Chasiv Yar

5) Siversk

6) Vuhledar

For point 4), the Russians since late November have launched an offensive in the Bakhmut sector on both flanks. The Russian grouping around Bakhmut is estimated by the Ukrainians to be 80k men-strong, considerably more than that in Avdiivka, and this sector is the second main Russian effort at the moment. Thanks to the arrival of reinforcements, the Ukrainians appear to have slowed Russian advances in a major way after their gains during December. Here the Russians want to take Bohdanivka and Ivanivske, the heights north-west of Klishchiivka and move towards the Donets-Donbas Canal in the direction of Chasiv Yar, a town that is very important strategically as it is the main stronghold for blocking the Russians before Sloviansk and Kramatorsk.

Point 5) connects to both 3) and 4). The Russians want to dislodge the Ukrainians from the Siversk salient, which threatens both Lysychansk and Soledar. Let's take into account that Siversk was expected to fall as early as July 2022, so it is telling that the Russians have always had setbacks in the area, which then became a secondary front. In the last month, however, attacks have begun towards both Bilohorivka, Spirne and Vesele. There are some Russian successes but I consider it very, very difficult for these tactical gains to turn into a collapse of the salient in its present state. However, the remote possibility of the fall of Siversk would bring the Russians very close to Sloviansk.

For point 6), the Russians want to develop the main action against the town from the east instead of from the south like in the last year. The attacks towards Novomykhailivka should be read in this context, as well as taking into account the Russian aim to drive the Ukrainians away from the Donetsk-Volnovakha-Melitopol railway. They are moving slowly towards the Kostyantynivka-Vuhledar road in the direction of Vodiane, with the medium-to-long term goal of reaching Vuhledar from the east. There are Russian successes but the Ukrainians seem to be succeeding in stabilizing the situation for now.

As for the Robotyne salient, they have been attacking there since late November with the goal of taking back some of the Ukrainian gains. There have been Russian successes west and south of Robotyne, between Novoprokopivka and Verbove and around Verbove. The Russians have pushed the Ukrainians away from the dirt road between Novoprokopivka and Verbove the latters had approached during late summer (it passes along the heights between these two villages) as well as from the tactically important Hill 166, which means that the Russians control the heights in the area and don't have to worry about Ukrainian actions directed southwards in the short term, while their regained control of Hill 140 north-west of Verbove secures, in their point of view, that area. However, I doubt they will ever launch an offensive as a main effort in that sector, since they would end up moving away from their current fortifications and it would be a costly operation with no strategic gains.

As for Krynky, the Russians are heavily invested in the area, but it remains a local action and it's possible that the Ukrainians will withdraw in the coming weeks.

On a general level, first of all they still have to take Avdiivka, so we are talking about hypothetical plans in their maximalist goals. And it will depend on the situation in terms of ammunition - the attacks of the last few months have been possible also because of the huge amount of shells from North Korea, which is thought to be between 1,5 and 2 millions, despite these shells lacking in quality. It will have to be seen how much Russian production will grow in the future, whether NK will continue to send shells and/or whether they will find other partners, apart from Iran and Belarus, which are supplying shells and rockets, albeit to a more limited extent than NK.
russia is already attacking those towns and has been for months
I'm sure we'll have the next six months to discuss which farm road or treeline is most significant ad nauseum.
After Avdiivka, as in, it is only a matter of time when it is lost to the russians?
It's definitely interesting, although I have a few points of contention with this analysis.

Firstly, I'm not sure what makes the author divide the stages at 2009 and what makes the post-2009 "radical" and "identitarian". What happened in Russian politics in 2009 that would mark such a shift? Instead, the divide should undoubtedly be 2011, when the protests shook up the political landscape, showing the government that political demands can come even in spite of - or perhaps because of - overall increase in economic prosperity. So the "toothless", unmotivating ideology of economic stewardship above all that is liberal conservatism had to step aside, and there had to arise a certain more ideological conservatism that would give a clearer identity to the government and motivate at least some non-inertial support. That ideology, as the writer notes, was based on appealing to certain generalised beliefs of the Russian people (feelings of believers should not be insulted => "Pussy riot" got what was coming; LGBT is bad => they should at least be made unable to propagandise to children, if nothing else; etc). But it's exactly because of that that it didn't contain anything radical (can't upset left-leaning people too much) nor identitarian (can't upset the minorities or the cosmpolitans too much).

Secondly, the author ignores what is by far the strongest feature of Putinism as an ideology to the extent that it exists - its titanic statism. The ideology - especially at its current peak of tenor - expects complete deference to the state, sees the state as inherently good, and state involvement in absolutely every facet of political, social and economic life as desirable if not always achievable. The state should at least tally every single thing, and better yet certify, and better yet control entirely. That, again, flies in the face of some of author's insistence on that ideology being identitarian or populist. Both of these categories imply a population that's riled up, that's engaged in grassroots, bottom-up activity. Putinism is deathly afraid of that sort of thing. That's how you get Strelkov, Prigozhin - or, at least, Poklonskaya, which is also a headache. People shouldn't be energised - they should do what the state tells them to. Initiative is punishable, because it makes the leaders seem like tarrying fools.

Thirdly, I don't think the idea that Putinism appeals to common understandings of Russians means that it's populist or set to be enduring. It's easy to imagine the opposite - that it's too nebulous and difficult to set apart against actually consistent, energising ideologies, and is as such doomed without the apparatus of the state or Putin's personal popularity.

Fourthly, I'd definitely disagree that Putinism is in continuity with XIXth century Slavophilism in any way. Slavophilism was a liberal ideology that sought a constitution (or even a republic!) and appealed to folk wisdom and traditions. Maybe a Putinist is a liberal when posed against a fan of absolute monarchy, but a Putinist also sees a constitution as a hindrance that one has to pay lip-service to at most, and the public as needing a strong state not to be led astray or accidentally topple the nation. These thoughtpaths are quite contrary to Slavophilism. Plus, is Putin really at home with - let's charitably say Fico and Vucic? Or is he more at home with Asad and Xi? The guy who can't stop quoting the qoran can't be that much of a Slavophile or an identitarian. But that's very consistent with a generic-conservative and statist.
>\- In order to appeal to China Putinism might come to mix traditional values and a leftist agenda. And if this happens, yes, it will become a very powerful ideology.
  


Traditional leftism is not very popular in China. They are wealthy and they know where the wealth comes from. They have billionaires, exploited workers- the full panoply of capitalism. 

It has much more appeal to people outside China.
It largely seems like an incoherent blend of contrarian positions. There's no genuine ideological foundation, unlike Marxism, which would be necessary for a cohesive global ideology. Even Islamic theocracy has a binding ideological foundation that allows it to transcend national identities. Suslov's writing just seems like wishful thinking around thinly veiled campism, but unlike the Cold War, this modern campism has no ideological backbone.

> Putin’s ideologists say that the main thing for us is faith in God, justice and solidarity

This purported "faith in God" is a crude Disneyfication of pre-Soviet Orthodox practice. Last I checked, only 6% of the Russian population are practicing Orthodox. I wouldn't be surprised if this was largely confined to the oldest cohorts of the Russian population. The Russian government's attempts to co-opt an Orthodox identity are as cynical as its attempts to appeal to the past prestige of the USSR (without embracing Marxist-Leninism, of course).

Let's take a look at those three components:

>identitarian conservatism (the Russian people are never-changing)

Basically just describing conservative nationalism. Suggesting that nationalism can serve as a core tenet of a *global* ideology is incoherent.

> right-wing communitarianism (belonging to a community irrevocably by birth)

Just another facet of conservative nationalism.

> populism (not the traditional "we the people versus the elite" but "we the global majority versus the golden billion").

Campism.

All in all, it's a mediocre piece of pseudo-philosophy. It's little more than a camp of various "Global South" nationalists who oppose the "Global North".
To the community: Consider the ideas and don't brigade just because of the poster. This is a respected scholar who studies illiberal ideologies etc. with valuable insight into understanding Russia. Multiple other constructive pieces from respected publications have shared this same fate recently.

We are not an echo chamber. We want to learn and understand. Do not do a disservice to yourself by jumping to conclusions, but engage with the ideas involved. In the Spring and Summer, high on success, people brigaded anything not singing the praises of the future offensive, before doing a 180 to doom post, both missing the truth. That's not a healthy engagement and it behooves us all to distance ourselves to observe dispassionately.
>- In order to appeal to China Putinism might come to mix traditional values and a leftist agenda. And if this happens, yes, it will become a very powerful ideology.

This likely won't *initially* sway the power brokers and influential elite in China, they're capitalists in all but name and are extremely pragmatic. However (anecdotally at least) the majority of every day Chinese people that I've met still lean quite heavily on some elements of leftist ideology, it's not a clear black and white division of ideas and sympathies. 

To some extent it's a contradiction, the two ideologies don't really mix particularly well but not everything needs to make perfect sense. I suspect this ideology and shift will play very well long term as the Chinese government continues to slowly adapt to better mirror its audience. Essentially rebranding your country in the eyes of Chinese citizens from that of a previous adversary to one that's a staunch defender of traditional values and justice (however contradictory that may be in the details) will play well with the Chinese audience long term, assuming that the government maintains its relatively friendly stance with Russia. 

For what it's worth I don't think the leftist side of the ideological attraction will play well in a traditional leftist sense, just that there's some significant overlap and the Chinese people can't really be summed up with a single ideological banner.

>- There is no cult of personality (yet). Putinism itself, as a certain political and ideological model, may be greater than Putin. Because it was not Putin who imposed his ideas on the majority of Russians and the political elite, whose consolidation after the outbreak of the war, was amazing. This is their ideology, they like it. That is, Putin’s personality is only a small component of Putinism.

If they had said this several years ago, before full scale war I would have disagreed as there was clearly some level of a cult of personality (at least the government were trying quite hard to push one, whether it found purchase inside Russia is up for debate) however it does seem that Russia's ideological shift is more permanent than a single man. Of course that doesn't mean that it can't all fall apart if Putin is out of the picture, a vicious power vacuum could cause anything at this stage. 

That being said I do suspect that Russia's ethics shift is going to outlive Putin, all of those who would stand to gain power share the same ideology and the Russian people themselves on polling seem to have shifted (however accurate those polls might be ofc). 

>identitarian conservativism with a geopolitical aspect (2014-2022).

This more outward speaking geopolitical aspect serves a dual purpose, not just to strengthen Russia's international ties but also to play well to the audience at home. Russians still see Russia itself as a major international player, whether economically that's true anymore is irrelevant, it's how the population views global affairs. Russia consistently appearing in a global sphere plays very well with the population at home who see it as a furtherance of Russia's goals, influence and their direct interests.

I've been saying it for years but people really need to speak to some Russians and understand their perspective, there's a reason this type of ideology and it's consequences have found purchase and I don't think it's as simple as boiling it down to a cult of personality or a single man at the top. Russian ideology has become increasingly self interested for years now, most Russians I've spoken to feel slighted following the collapse of the USSR sometimes with valid or contradictory criticisms, this political undercurrent has existed for decades, Putin merely became extremely adept at playing to that base and tapping in to this ideology. 

Regardless whilst I enjoyed reading this I do think that summarizing Russian ideals and geopolitical moves in this fashion ends up oversimplifying their actions into more neatly arranged categories. Sometimes countries do adhere strictly to these ideological tenets, sometimes they don't, relying too heavily upon ideological classification in a traditional sense makes it harder to view a countries actions objectively or exclusively on the context of the action. It can be helpful historically or diplomatically to know the background ideology, but more often than not I see ideological classification used by the masses as a cudgel which isn't helpful. 

Good read though, the only thing I'd disagree on more specifically is referring to it as Putinism, but that comes across more as a way of getting his writings quoted and noticed rather than a genuine classification of Russia's current ideological shift.
What does this have to do with defence?
Great post, and I agree a lot with the first two summary bullets, not so much the third. I don’t think leftism has much hold in China now, or at least not leftism as the west tends to understand it. 

I do think it’s pretty interesting that we are seeing a rise in autocrats who all use a similar playbook- get in the door with a message of economic development and then transition into a sort of nationalism/identarianism with both internal and external “enemies” of the people and the state. Modi, Putin, Xi, possibly Trump, Orban, Erdogan, and possibly some of the European right wing opposition parties. They all tend to share overlapping sources of information, goals, and objectives. And many of them are rising from a democratic process.

What does that mean for defense? Well, sharp increases in nationalism coming from polished and state-run propaganda and media outlets can have a lot of sway in whether a particular nation moves towards revanchist expansion or towards isolationism. But some of these leaders- Putin, Xi, Modi- are arguably moving towards revanchism over time. So it’s worth keeping a close eye on moments when aggression might seem not to make sense from the perspective of waging an effective engagement but could make sense from the perspective of cementing a political movement in power. So we can expect scenarios like the Russian aggression in Ukraine not to respond to traditional means of stopping a war. What does Putin care about sanctions when he was preparing Russia for a nationalism-oriented economy anyway? Economic considerations about whether a leader would dare to start hostilities at the risk of economic damage might not bind as much as they used to. And this discussion of Putinism is a good analysis of the sociopolitical strategy that is driving some of this. 
> "Putinism" (a strange name, I don't think we will be speaking of it in 50 years like of Marxism today)

People still speak of [Peronism in Argentinia](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peronism) today after 50 years.
>  In order to appeal to China Putinism might come to mix traditional values and a leftist agenda. And if this happens, yes, it will become a very powerful ideology.


Oddly enough, I agree that traditional culture mixed with (actual) leftist economics would be popular and effective. If someone were to express the cultural and economic reasons for the West's malaise, and combine that with efforts to give power to the poor and middle class, that person would see some interesting and powerful coalitions formed.


Unfortunately, no one in any country is articulating either traditional values or leftist economics, in any sense. Traditionalism requires a basis in religion which frankly no one in politics really has, in any country that matters geopolitically. I don't think there's been one since Jimmy Carter, and even his traditionalism wasn't forcefully articulated. Putin's "traditionalism" comes down to opposing LGBT and feminism, nothing more. But that's hardly enough to consider it "traditionalist". 


And to suggest that China is economically leftist is simply incorrect. Independent unions have been banned for forty someodd years, and while striking occasionally occurs, it is not the kind of country-wide shutdowns that won labor its rights in the early 20th century. A person advocating for leftism would be hated by China, as they don't want their economic structure upended any more than outwardly capitalist countries. China is communist in name only. It more closely resembles state-directed capitalism, which is to say, the rich and powerful cut out the middleman of lobbyists to Congress, preferring to run things directly. The evidence here is that I can go into my broker and purchase shares of Chinese companies if I wanted. I'd be stupid to do so, but this is by definition capitalism.


I think your main problem here is assuming that Putin has an *ideology* beyond grandiosity. You may as well ask what the ideology of the Czars was. They, and he, wanted power and empire, and a domestic policy focused on achieving that. That's it.
Good analysis. I'm gonna link a video I found recently: [Sarcasmitron - The American Origins of Putin's Madness](https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7OFyn_KSy80). It discusses another part of this ideology: conspiratorialism(though one could say that it's part of modern populism). It's a very in-depth video(77 minutes) that touches on a lot of lesser-known details about Russia and the post-soviet space, as someone who lives in this region I can vouch that he knows what he's talking about.
Drive by link.
Please refrain from posting low quality comments.
Doesn't make sense. DPRK providing weapons and ammunition to Russia is a long term play; they are degrading their readiness short term for a better relationship with Russia, that can give them access to more modern military tech and improve their economic situation. Also, if their posture had significantly changed I would expect a corresponding change in SK or from the US troops there. The media doesn't know anything that the military or intelligence community doesn't.
I'm locking comments on this because it's just baseless speculation.
\> Media is reporting that N. Korea's posture has significantly changed regarding South Korea

The posture hasn't channged.  The rhetoric and some public announcement has changed but that's not the same thing.  Shockingly, North Korea/Kim Jong-Un are pretty fast and loose with truth.

\> and some analysts are even speculating that Kim is actually planning a war or at least a limited attack.

The keyword being "speculating".

\> Is this an October surprise cooked up by Putin to try to get Trump in the white house and prove to American voters that only Trump can tame Kim and tame Putin (when obv in reality Putin thinks Trump will sabotage the west's efforts to contain him).

How did Trump "tame" Kim last time he was in office?  And no, Putin is too busy with something else to be cooking somewhere else besides Ukraine.  And even if he was trying, Kim Jong-Un is not about to give up on his cushy life to do Putin's bidding.
If it is that’s really dumb. 

There’s no world where the U.S. doesn’t respond with overwhelming firepower if North Korea is crazy enough to attack the south, regardless of who is president.
He wont, N. Korea been saying they'll burn SK to the ground for decades.  This isn't anything new. South and North relationship probably been the worst its been this decade. But this a cycle that's been going on for so many years. Do people not remember the news every couple of years when Kim makes aggressive statements against South Korea so he can get attention then start demanding some stuff.
>A good review of the failures and pitfalls of the "decolonisation of Russia" narrative pushed by some influential circles in the West.

I haven't seen a single "influential circle" arguing that Russia should be broken up into several smaller states. Hell, you barely even see that kind of discourse from rabidly pro-Ukrainian partisans online, it's a moot talking point.
>It reaches a conclusion that ~~was obvious to anybody with a functioning brain from the start~~ - talking about dismembering Russia is tremendously useful to only one group of people - Putin's regime and its propaganda.

Please remove the struck out section from the quote. That sort of editorializing decreases the level of discourse on the sub.
> talking about dismembering Russia is tremendously useful to only one group of people - Putin's regime and its propaganda.

What high level, influential persons are talking about dismembering the Russian Federation itself?   If Biden or Blinken or such like are advocating for the liberation of Chechnya, I've missed it.  Seems the threat of dismemberment of Russia is imagined by Russia itself as a propaganda point for exactly the reason you state.
>The article ends with a clear warning

Yes. And how many Thousands of Imperial subjects are fighting with Ukraine against Russia?

It's also comical to spin "Thousands of Minorities are fighting for Russia" into something positive when the Russian strategy is to send the minorities to the frontline and protect the ethnic Russians of Sankt Petersburg and Moscow from conscription. 

This war is a demographic catastrophe for the minorities of the Imperial Russian state. Combined with the fact that they receive little investment anyway and are unlikely to receive Veteran or Death benefits it's just worse. Which also leads to the situation that the even more members of Russian minorities have to go to the front because that's the only way to get at least some money (which is not guaranteed and often enough highjacked by corrupt front line officers).
 Besides being useful for Russian propaganda the entire talking point is pretty much useless.

 While there is a not-insignificant part of the Western population who will buy in to this ideological ideas they can't enforce them anyway.
[deleted]
I don't see how it's wrong to want russia to address its colonial mindset in order for everyone to move forward. Do they think that russia is somehow special? Practically all the colonial powers had to at least examine their colonial past.
> pushed by some influential circles in the West.

Which circles? Who do they have influence with? What sort of influence are we talking about here?

If you're talking about the Heinrich Böll Foundation mentioned in the article, I'm highly sceptical that they have substantial influence over anything materially related to this forum.
[removed]
It's not necessarily low effort, just completely speculative in a way that precludes it being credible. Any discussion you get in the replies will basically just be contemporary fiction writing that adds very little to the thread. I'm not sure how you expect people to engage with the premise in a credible way.

r/geopolitics is full of posts like yours and the responses quickly deteriorate into unhinged fanfiction.
I’m going to have to disagree with Veqq on this one. Your question and theory is not just not credible, speculative and not answerable it’s the sort of slippery slope question that will lead to a circle of other sorts of questions and posts that will lead us nowhere good. What’s stopping someone from asking why isn’t Putin just going to give the Houthis a dirty bomb. I was still a young teen during the very early Soviet dissolution days and this was a real worry we had about the Russians. Nothing ever came out of it. It was another worry we had during the very early GWOT days and again nothing came out of it. We have far more reasons to fear Kim or the Iranians doing this but I am not in support of allowing posts when even they are concerned. I have seen literally no one make this claim in the context of this current war. It just makes no sense and I really do wonder about your reasons for speculating like this.
Ukraine is not a failed state (at least yet) for a bunch of extremely angry Ukrainians to just grab radioactive materials and build a dirty bomb. They would need the state approval. 

Now why would the Ukrainian government authorize such an action? This is a sure way to lose all remaining support in the West which is suicidal. It's one thing to kinda turn the blind eye to the shellings of the Zaporizhzhia NPP, no harm no foul. But terrorist attacks with dirty bombs are a different thing entirely.
While your theory about dirty bomb made by Ukrainians used in Moscow is fan fiction the radicalization of Ukrainians long term is very much possible.

 

Since 2014 the nationalism and patriotism in Ukraine raised, which is logical if your country and nation is in existential threat. However if this war will drag on for another years, the living standards in Ukraine will deteriorate, more and more people will start to blame not only Russia but West too for throwing them under the bus, while they live their comfortable, rich and peaceful western lives. Similar thing happend in 1938 with Munich Agreement - even today many Czech and Slovak people know about this and consider it betrayal by the West. After WW2 ended this feeling about betrayal enabled smoother transition of Czechoslovakia into Soviet sphere of influence.

 

In Ukraine with many people having war experience together with lots of arms in the country and many Ukrainian refugees in the West, this can end very badly. Also Ukraine can in 10-20 years itself end up being european type of unstable armed country like Afghanistan.
> low yield nuke/dirty bomb in Moscow

These are two \*very different\* things.   


One would require someone merely pairing radioactive material with a bomb, the other would involve actually *building* a nuclear bomb. One is simple and dirty, hence the name, way of salting the earth and causing panic, it would impact a relatively small area and the death toll whilst large would be dwarfed by the former.   


A low yield nuclear bomb on the other hand would require not only better refined material, a challenge in and of itself, but the actual mechanical understanding and manufacturing knowhow to build a bomb, it's not impossible for Ukraine to gain this knowledge but it would certainly not be done by a handful of disgruntled or extremist Ukrainians... It would take several years if not decades of careful and uninterrupted work marshalled across many of Ukraine's industries and scientific fields to reach this point, given Ukraine's budgetary constraints it's even less likely that the endeavour would even be pursued.   


Regardless a dirty bomb, which is the only potentially realistic outcome, would be the mother of all provocations and blank cheques for Russia, the response if measured at all would probably result in the wholesale destruction of several Ukrainian cities and global support for Ukraine given context of this would be extremely limited.   


We're already at a point where several Ukrainians I know have reached desperation level, understandably given the onslaught of not so positive news this last 6 months and yet despite this I wouldn't even consider that they would take an extremist angle, it's takes an awful lot to get to that stage and anecdotally at least I don't see that happening any time soon.   


Ukrainians in general have the capability to DIY drones together to strike Moscow, Belgorod, Rostov and other cities, the fact that despite this the attacks on these cities seem organized and performed as tit/for/tat in regards to the ongoing war would imply that there isn't a widespread extremist movement in Ukraine.  


The only thing that perhaps would have appeared similar to me would be the cross Russian border incursions earlier in the war, but Ukraine seemed to clamp down on it relatively easily once the political and strategic aims had been fulfilled, which again leads me to believe that we're not looking at any true extremist elements within Ukraine, maybe some trigger happy ex-militia units, but that's all that I can see.   


Of course I could be proven wrong in 6 months, a year, two years, the longer this war drags on and the worse conditions get the higher the likelihood Ukrainians will adopt more traditionally extremist tactics. However, radioactive material is secured pretty well in Ukraine and I don't see the higher government as willing to tacitly allow or outright endorse a dirty bomb, anything could happen at the local level, Ukraine is corrupt as hell and always has been, but it would require hundreds of people and a concerted effort with several major hurdles to get to the point of detonating a dirty bomb in Moscow, not impossible, but extremely unlikely.
>How can I possibly source anything I've said?

You can source it by:

1. Finding some support that Ukrainians are being increasingly radicalized. 

2. Finding some source that shows they have the radioactive materials

3. Find some source that shows they have the know-how to make a dirty bomb, or sources that you can extrapolate such knowledgeable from reasonably

4. Show that there's any support for using such weaponn against Russia


>I still think it's a perfectly reasonable thing to talk about it.

Until you provide sources to back up your extreme assertion, it's not anymore reasonable than asserting that the former non-NATO Soviet Republics will suddenly throw their support and militaries behind Ukraine to attack Russia.
It's not as easy as you think to create and successfully detonate a dirty bomb. Chechnya was also in the Soviet sphere and was far more radicalized during the Chechen wars than Ukraine is now, yet they did not detonate a dirty bomb in Moscow.
I think that you've maybe jumped to an overly extreme scenario there but it is valid to discuss what the Ukrainian plan B, C and Z might look like. Far too many people expect them to roll over and sign on the dotted line when Biden's policy bleeds them out or the right-wing proto-fascists get their way and try to strong-arm Ukraine into surrendering.

Most likely they are going to absolutely trash Russia's oil exports and sink the Russian economy, global oil prices be damned. Dirty bombs would be a deterrent against Russia trying to use their own nuclear leverage, not something to actually be used.
I don’t fear a dirty bomb but I do fear neo-nazi cells in Western Europe using NLAWs and other weapons from Ukraine in terror attacks in the future. Or perhaps islamists.

The CIA admits they have no idea where half the weapons sent to Ukraine even are, and there have been arrests within Ukraine for selling weapons on the black market.
[removed]
Please refrain from posting low quality comments.
I'm sure deployment of defensive assets in wartime would look quite different to the current deployment and would be based on the appraisal of the JSDF. Not sure if any realistic predictions can be made now since Japan doesn't operate highly static SA-2 / Irondome type defences.

But I'm sure the biggest defensive asset this kind of infrastructure would have would be a Chinese desire to not unnecessarily escalate any conflict, even if there are Japanese facilities providing the enemy some material benefit. I'm sure the Chinese would do everything possible to dissuade US allies (and the US itself of course) from participation. Direct strikes on their country would ruin any such diplomatic play.
It is doubtful that such information is public or accurate in the case of a theoretical war. But it is safe to assume that Japan would make an effort to defend them.
The same concept of deterrence. They don’t hit Japan and we don’t hit the Chinese coast. 

I highly doubt China will be dumb enough to open the war by striking two countries at the same time. That’s a great way to galvanize both the populace of Japan and the U.S.
They uh don’t ? A hot war over Taiwan would either be China manages to take Taiwan in a few weeks, or the USN manages to sink enough of the PLAN to make it logistically impossible for China to take the island. In this sense the war would either be won or lost in a few weeks and so manufacturing capability is pretty negligible. The reason why this deal is good is that it allows the USN to have a more consistent presence in the region as they can do repairs locally, and it allows for more dock space in the USA for more production capacity before this hypothetical war begins.
They will probably go back to the Aegis Ashore plan, I wouldn't be surprised if this agreement also included an agreeement for that. Or the JSDF will just do it themselves.
>Instead of building the facilities domestically to improve their own infrastructure and economy, US government is purposely positioning its critical OFFENSIVE military asset production in Chinese regional sphere of influence significantly increasing the risk of Chinese/NK’s potential first strike towards Japanese territory.

States do not have inherent spheres of influence. They are built and maintained. The fact that Japan is an ally of the United States and not China tells us that they're within the former's sphere of influence and not the latter's.

>This is what we mean when we say that USA’s slow encroachment with NATO’s expansion in Europe towards Russia and the ever growing and overwhelming base presence around Iran in ME is pushing the thresholds even further towards provocation and an active war.

Same thing here. Former Soviet Republics and client states fled to the safety of the American security guarantee the second they could get out from under Russia's thumb. If Russia wasn't a gigantic asshole to them, maybe they wouldn't have ceded their former sphere of influence to the West. Sucks to suck.

>Would you be fine if China decides to use some of the major navy yards in Mexico in the Gulf for military purposes next to USA?

No, but they don't have the influence in Mexico to do so anyway so it's a meaningless exercise. Welcome to the real world.

>Just because Japan is an independent democracy and can choose whatever they want to do, it doesn’t mean that USA should , by choice, completely disregard the opinion of non-allied countries. Maybe there is a misconception that it creates yet another deterrent for China to act upon and to further protect Japan, though time after time it has shown us that it only leads to diplomatic exhaustion and gradually pushes the “enemies” towards action, regardless of the risk involved with it.

The US has no interest in changing the status quo in the East China Sea (or Taiwan more specifically) and is shoring up its presence in order to deter any state that wants to forcibly change that status quo. Any Taiwan contingency necessarily requires China acting first (i.e. being the aggressor) due to the fact that the US is fine with the status quo and China is not.

Furthermore, countries don't get vetoes over other countries' decisions out of some sense of respect or deference. You can try to attract, coerce, or force countries into your sphere of influence. If you can't manage any of the three, then you're ceding the ability to do so successfully to more powerful states. This is literally a skill issue.

>This pattern HAS to be broken if we don’t want to eventually sleepwalk into war with China, Iran and NK and indirectly trigger a WW3. It won’t matter if the other side attacks first when they’ve consistently been put under USA’s force projection at their doorsteps, it would be enough of a stimulus for them to risk an all out war anyways.

Here's a thought, instead of implying that the U.S. should abandon its security commitments, maybe China, Iran, and North Korea could accept the international status quo and the fact that their neighbors and chief rivals don't want to be in their spheres of influence.

The diplomatic and military build-up in the East China Sea is the US and its allies' *response* to China's insanely rapid military build up. Suggesting otherwise is just covering for China's territorial ambitions.
>Would you be fine if China decides to use some of the major navy yards in Mexico in the Gulf for military purposes next to USA?

This is a valid criticism and I suspect that Americans would have an entirely different and hypocritical response to such an event. **However** at the end of the day this is just shipyard sharing, there's an awful lot in this post that is perhaps contextual to NATO's expansion but not really helpful to the context of why these shipyards are entering contracts with the USN.

This is less indicative of America wanting to push its military production closer to China and more indicative of America desperately struggling to plug gaps in its own Naval production. America has reached a stage where it can no longer rely exclusively upon domestic yards, this isn't some big win for the USN, perhaps in the short term this opens up extra possibilities, but it will likely lead to a further decline in domestic industrial capacity, which is not good long term. It's a necessary and welcome move, but it's not indicative of a healthy starting position.

Also on the note of expansion, this is not happening in a vacuum. If we're going to start pointing out expansion maybe we need to start scrutinizing China's island hopping maritime zone encroaching nonsense? There's hardly a justification for this other than pure national interest on China's part in exerting control over the waters of its neighbours.

Regardless America's ships in dockyards will now be underneath China's missile umbrella, should there ever be a conflict more of America's ships will be stationary and vulnerable than ever before. It's also a formality, should there ever be a conflict wherein the USN is in a direct shooting war with China, they would hardly be sailing back several weeks to America to re-arm and perform minor repairs.

Regardless we may see criticisms from China on this issue, some may be valid, others may be playing to the internal domestic audience, but ultimately it's pure hypocrisy on everyone involved, China and America included.

At the end of the day countries are going to do what they're going to do to protect their own interests. In America's case this involves making sure the USN is within distance of Taiwan and its several regional partners should the Chinese try anything. For China this means building several islands inside the maritime zones of other countries, hundreds or thousands of miles outside of their own zones and trying to bully those countries into accepting their presence and dominion, thereby protecting their shipping lanes for oil and other imports.

These countries are going to do whatever they need to when it comes to protecting their own interests. It's all self interest and it always has been. if you pay attention to the domestic spin on either side you're doing yourself a disservice.
How long are you giving the Hungarians until they approve? My expectation is within the month. Claims that they’re going to continue to stall aren’t convincing to me.
Well, this is exactly how things played out with Finland. Hungary waited until Turkey was good and ready to send their approval, and then suddenly Hungary got off their ass.
> Last I heard F-16s were still blocked no matter what.

That was contingent on their membership vote wasn't it? I see no reason why the F-16s shouldn't be sent now, otherwise that would seem incredibly duplicitous of the US in a time where we need our government to uphold bargains.
I think Turkey got nothing.  

Recently US and Sweden signed a [defense agreement](https://www.state.gov/u-s-signs-defense-cooperation-agreement-with-sweden/), which makes declaring war on Sweden declaring war on US.  With this and defense cooperation among Scandinavian nations (they have recently merged their air forces), the possibility of Russia (or any other aggressor) singling out Sweden was gone.  

Thus, Sweden joining NATO became really superfluous at this point, and it was no longer a bargaining point for Turkey.  So I think Turkey saw the writing on the wall and relented.
IMHO it would be foolish for America to block F-16 sales at this stage. The cynic in me suggests that sucking the last few foreign military sales out of that platform probably outweighs the political bargaining chip.
What's the force mix re artillery?
Thanks for the guidance, wasn’t sure about the best place for a substack post.
Thanks for reading. 

When it comes to concentration, my argument is that no matter how difficult it may be, there is no alternative. This is *especially* true when military technology favors the defender. Having superior numbers is the only factor that the attacker can control to have an advantage. 

My interpretation of the counteroffensive was that they were attempting deception operations, but more recent reports are that the Ukrainian general staff believed that a broad front attack without a focal point was preferable. Their argument was basically that the US plan, which relied on concentration, wasn’t viable. 

I omitted it from the article for reasons of length, but modern fighter jets are one of the few things that could be a genuine game changer. The ability to achieve even brief air superiority shouldn’t be underrated.
Warcollege doesn't really allow topics on current events and this ultimately relates lessons from WWII to Ukraine. Separate thread in this sub?
Thanks, will do
>What were Ukrainian prisoners of war doing in the Middle East?

Saudi Arabia and Turkey have been an intermediaries for prisoner swaps in the past. That said, that was like 1year+ ago.

I wonder if it's possible to find the old flight paths of the planes that were used in the prisoner swaps in the past and compare to this one.
It seems that the timing doesn't work for that claim

https://x.com/DarrenLoo1/status/1750137787482067087?s=20

>Given Flightradar puts the plane over Cyprus no later than 7:10 UTC, that leaves at max 1hr 50min to get from Cyprus to Belgorod. But if its true that the plane just took off, then it had to have been on the ground long enough to at least refuel.

>IMO, the timing doesn't add up.
Russian state media says the plane was carrying 65 ukraine pow's and ukraine says it was carrying s-300 missiles.

https://nitter.net/NOELreports/status/1750087805164748972#m

Edit:Russians now also claim second plane had to turn around,it was carrying 80 pow's.

https://nitter.net/NOELreports/status/1750094891831398548#m

I'am actually really suprised information is coming out this quickly.My perception is it usually takes both sides a bit more to say anything.
AP has several times being caught red handed, putting being first with the news way ahead of publishing the verifiable facts.
The location is correct, N of Yablonovo. The direction of travel is the opposite of what would be expected.

The reports hint that it was traveling *to* Belgorod, which would make sense. But on the video, the direction is more like *from* Belgorod.
   


[Bohdan Senik, head of the Ukrainian Armed Forces' Public Relations Department, told NV that the AFU cannot yet confirm that a Russian Il-76 warplane was hit by the Ukrainian Defense Forces in the Belgorod region. "As of the moment we have no such information," Senik noted.](https://nv.ua/world/countries/il-76-upal-v-belgorodskoy-oblasti-rossii-chto-izvestno-o-krushenii-samolet-il-76-novosti-rossii-50386739.html)
Yeah it looks like a shootdown for sure. Russia must be worried now that Ukraine is demonstrating the ability to shoot down any aircraft across the battlefield and inside Russia.
u/Lepeza12345 (can't reply below)


The user you're replying to is a known Russian propagandist. That post isn't made in good faith. And beware, that user will block you if you call out too much of the propaganda. Such behavior should probably be bannable...
We also have the full list of 65 POWs on board.

Plus a comment form an ex POW that was exchanged on 3th of Jan (previous exchange) that it happened the same way (flight to Belgorod).
There is some info that yes.

t .me/supernova\_plus/27565
Rezident is a garbage political fiction channel

Size and shape of the smoke plume seems to suggest a S-300 or other heavy AD missile.

https://twitter.com/CalibreObscura/status/1750088780172685718

If any GUR manpad teams exist they've also never shot down ANYTHING inside Russia before, from my recollection.
Has flying POWs around like this been normal throughout the war? This is certainly the first time I've heard of it, and it seems very convenient to me that the one time an Il-76 is shot down, it's carrying POWs and not military material, which you would assume a RuAF Il-76 would be doing most of the time.
IIRC, Kofman mentioned Russia is making and/or has access to about 2.4-5 milliom shells. So thinks that’s number Ukrainians would also want to have?
>Another proposal often cited (and demanded by the Israeli far-left) is an All-For-All deal which demands the release of 6.000 Palestinian security prisoners (including the perpetrators of the October massacre) in exchange for the hostages. This also has no backing from the Israeli government and public.

I want an end to this war asap but that would be wild for the Israelis to accept. Surely it would just incentivize other groups to do something similar if they know they can get a bargain like that if they hold out long enough
21 soldiers die but what about the property damage?!?

>The question now is how much is necessary for security and is it legal

Yes, obviously it's legal and this question punctuates how unserious this comment is. Israel has allowed building up the border wall and the October 7th happened. *Obviously* they were going to back buildings up from the wall and create a larger buffer zone.

>Permanent displacement

Promises were made about permanent displacement from Gaza, not permanent displacement from each individual building within Gaza. *Very very obvious* given the amount of destruction so far in this war.

Slightly more seriously, how far down the list of concerns is bloodless property damage for the people of Gaza right now? They can barely get their daily needs met and the future is totally uncertain for God knows how long, how much concern do they have left for the destruction of an inaccessible building?
>Am I being too critical, or is this another example of Taiwanese military procurement not being optimized for their actual strategic situation?

Nah I think your right on the money honestly.  [Its actually something a lot of analysts as well as the DOD 100% have a problem with as well](https://warontherocks.com/2021/11/taiwans-defense-plans-are-going-off-the-rails/) because it's not what they were led to believe their assymetrical focused ODC plan was going to look like. 

 A basic asw ability is required for patrol operations, but like most things they have absolutely overinvested in it and it is highly unlikely they will be able to preserve any capability within more then a few hours of a war breaking out.  PLA expenditure dwarfs Taiwanese spending by a factor of somewhere between 20-30 according to RAND (once you factor in PPP differences and civil military fusion), which is literally more then the expenditure difference between 1991 US and Iraq.  Bottom line is any significant military capability the ROC has is going to get destroyed almost immediately.
> a countdown clock on their assassinations will start

Mossad definitely has long tentacles but they could theoretically seek refuge in a country that Israel wouldn't want to poison relations with.  Having hostages seems like it motivates an attack from Mossad more than releasing them and fleeing.
>Hamas leadership will never release all the hostages. That’s the only shield they have to keep themselves alive.

How does that track?

Arguably the hostages are one of the main motivators for Israel to keep pressing on.

A release of all hostages and a 2 month respite would be an eternity in political terms. Sentiment would cool, there would be breathing room to take stock of the situation, Israeli society would have a chance to readjust.
Could they not have trickled the hostages to run out the clock without fully turning them over, and yet in a quantity that wouldn't be an outright rejection of the idea?
A few questions regarding Robotyne:

Why is Russia so determined to attack in this area when their main goal is the Donbass? Wouldnt it make more sense to just dig in and wait for Ukraine to attack again since Russias defenses here proved very effective last summer? 

Is it as simple as there is pressure from the MoD to retake and nullify Ukrainian gains in a way to say "your offensive went nowhere and now youre losing the little you gained towards Tokmak"? Or perhaps it fixes the Ukrainians in place so they cant go anywhere else to defend against the Russian attacks in Donbass?

Would it for example be viable for Russia to move some of those forces to Novodonetske/Novomaiorske and attack there instead, possibly threating Vuhledar from the west if they have success?

We do get some videos from Robotyne showing Ukraine on some local attacks, but that could just be counter-attacks in order to regain positions towards Novoprokopivka
Yes, but for now the attacks on thes town is more of "a secondary effort", while the main russian push is for Avdiivka.
What I'm asking is which will be the next russian main effort.
I'll edit the original question to be more clear.
Marinka lasted 1.8 years.
If Ukraine stabilizes the south Avdiivka can last until suplly routes are safe.
>They are wealthy and they know where the wealth comes from.

are they?  would agree it *has* been changing rapidly for many and that the change is rather important.  But current situation for chinese isn't that they are wealthy today.  I'd be shocked if China isn't significantly trailing Russia on median income on PPP basis.  Sure there are chinese billionaires, but there are also russian billionaires.  Neither country is wealthy.
I'm just shocked that there are still political thinkers who think in terms of "strong" and "weak" ideologies this long after WW2.  Humanities seem like a fun time, maybe I missed out.
> This likely won't initially sway the power brokers and influential elite in China

It won't sway them because there's nothing leftist about modern Russia. I have no idea what the author believes "leftism" entails.

>there's a reason this type of ideology and it's consequences have found purchase and I don't think it's as simple as boiling it down to a cult of personality or a single man at the top.

It doesn't, and it's hardly an ideology at all. It's just plain old nationalism.
>do think that summarizing Russian ideals and geopolitical moves in this fashion ends up oversimplifying their actions into more neatly arranged categories. Sometimes countries do adhere strictly to these ideological tenets, sometimes they don't, relying too heavily upon ideological classification in a traditional sense makes it harder to view a countries actions objectively or exclusively on the context of the action. It

I agree, but that's just what professors do. Create a mold and then try to fit every new development into that mold. Yet the article offered some good insights, particularly for us who have no Russians to speak to.
We aren't here to just discuss technical details of weaponry, but how and why they're used. Understanding what motivates different actors is key, since warfare is politics by other means. Understanding economic trends etc. is just as important.
> Unfortunately, no one in any country is articulating either traditional values..., in any sense. Traditionalism requires a basis in religion which frankly no one in politics really has

This is a very important point that I think goes unappreciated by modern scholars who have only grown up under secularism. However, I would say that Iran is geopolitically relevant and quite traditional, given that its governing ideology is Twelver Shi'ism and a majority of its population are practicing Muslims.
>You may as well ask what the ideology of the Czars was.

[Orthodoxy, Autocracy, and Nationality/Populism.](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Orthodoxy,_Autocracy,_and_Nationality)
> no one in any country is articulating either traditional values or leftist economics

The extremist faction around Höcke in the German right wing populist party AfD goes in that direction. They call it [Solidarischer Patriotismus](https://antaios.de/gesamtverzeichnis-antaios/einzeltitel/101634/solidarischer-patriotismus.-die-soziale-frage-von-rechts) (solidarity patriotism). National socialist ideas like Strasserism and [Volksgemeinschaft](https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Volksgemeinschaft]) are ideological predecessors.
>And to suggest that China is economically leftist is simply incorrect. Independent unions have been banned for forty someodd years, and while striking occasionally occurs, it is not the kind of country-wide shutdowns that won labor its rights in the early 20th century.

Strikes do not exist in the Marxist ideology. Strikes make no sense in a country governed by the working class. It would be like a factory owner striking against himself demanding a higher salary.

Having strikes would be proof that the country is not left-oriented. The absence of strikes confirms it has kosher socialism.

I think China knows best what China is. If they say they are communists who are we to question that? After all, a country with one-party monopoly, state-ownership over more than half of the economy, controlled press and no freedom of speech is hardly capitalist.

>I think your main problem here is assuming that Putin has an ideology beyond grandiosity. You may as well ask what the ideology of the Czars was. They, and he, wanted power and empire, and a domestic policy focused on achieving that. That's it.

I agree. They start with what they want and then they build ideology around it.
Probably more of a head fake, like North Korea takes over some (unpopulated?) contested islands or something stupid like that.  Something to embarrass Biden but not get Kim killed.
Going to war can be a long term plan. Doesn't mean that the decision can't have been made already. Trading their current stocks for future Russian deliveries of at that point battle tested equipment makes sense if the goal were to be to actually wage war.

I do kinda wonder if the somewhat tepid response to Ukraine has emboldened him. It wouldn't surprise me if he were willing to count on his nuclear weapons to keep him safe from direct retaliation while relying on the Russian equipment to be able to handle South Korea's military as well as whatever weapon deliveries they could expect.
> How did Trump "tame" Kim last time he was in office?

He obviously didn't but that's been a (ridiculous) Trump talking point, that he got along with Kim, that he got along with Putin.  And Trump just the other day called them "very fine people", which people wrote off as Trump being his usual crazy but which might be imho a subtle request for help with the election from Russia/China/NKorea.

>Kim Jong-Un is not about to give up on his cushy life to do Putin's bidding.

You're not wrong, I expect more a head fake from Kim than any genuinely aggressive action.  But there may be other factors at play I'm not keen to, such as Kim's perception of what how his populace would respond to (small scale) conflict, would they rally around their leader?  Kim is probably not stupid enough to do anything to risk his own hide but Putin may have convinced him to poke at the United States around election day.
It is quite a subtle situation. It will be the first open and direct conflict between two nuclear powers. Nothen Korea deliberately designed its weapons to hit American bases and cities. Risk Nuclear exchange for limited attack? Overwhelming retaliation will be avoided to the last minute and will depend on the scale of an incursion.
[removed]
I believe this is a fairly common strategy within the Russian propaganda machine: take an (obviously inflammatory) claim that maybe a couple of Westerners have said, claim it is a "popular" or "influential" Western position, and then argue against that position. It has the effect of making the West writ large appear more unreasonable and hostile to a Russian (or Russian-sympathetic) audience. Note that Ragozin won't even name the specific event or speakers who supposedly made the comment, and then turns that one already questionable event into an excuse to launch into an extended whataboutist essay on western colonialism.
Towards the start of the war, we did have the Helsinki Commission put out this: [Decolonizing Russia: a Moral and Strategic Imperative](https://www.csce.gov/briefings/decolonizing-russia-a-moral-and-strategic-imperative/). I haven't watched the whole hour and a half long discussion, but while it seems to take a more extended meaning of "Decolonisation", it would be very easy to spin it as a veiled way of saying "Russia Must Perish".  Apart from that though, and a couple articles in FP and the Atlantic, there hasn't been anything. I'd imagine at this point the aforementioned is just used in propaganda as 'evidence' of what the West is 'really' thinking behind closed doors
Right, the big issue with the article is that it keeps trying to present a fringe position as the actual position of the entire Western world: “A realm of charlatans and grifters duping Western institutions out of their money,” “…while separatist projects supported by Ukraine and the West…”, “Putin is successfully building a political nation in his own authoritarian designs, while the West’s designs for Russia are hard to comprehend.”

You probably have much more people in the West arguing that we should throw Ukraine to the corner and ally with Russia than you do saying that we should try to have Russia broken up. The author framing this as a Western position is extremely disingenuous, and would make me question anything else he writes.
>      
> 
> 
> 
> I haven't seen a single "influential circle" arguing that Russia should be broken up into several smaller states. Hell, you barely even see that kind of discourse from rabidly pro-Ukrainian partisans online, it's a moot talking point.

Doesnt Snyder heavily argue in to that direction he is massively influential (more publicly than academically from what I hear).
"At a recent event held by the Heinrich Böll Foundation in Berlin, two German speakers, a politician and a diplomat, were pontificating to an audience, largely comprised of Russian anti-Putin emigres, about the need to decolonize their country, culture and souls."

The author claims the narrative is still valid. After all, where is the money for all these various "Free Nations of Post-Russia" forums coming from if not from influential circles?
Done
> It's also comical to spin "Thousands of Minorities are fighting for Russia" into something positive when the Russian strategy is to send the minorities to the frontline and protect the ethnic Russians of Sankt Petersburg and Moscow from conscription. 

You can compare it to the colonial forces maintained by the former Western empires, too. The British Indian Army was all-volunteer and the KNIL didn’t conscript Indonesians until the second half of 1941, but those armies being full of volunteers from the colonized population doesn’t mean that Indians and Indonesians loyally supported the Raj or the Dutch East Indies. Neither did the determined service of hundreds of thousands of conscripted African soldiers in French colonial regiments in the trenches of the Western Front indicate that they were fans of colonial rule.
Yes, it is a feelgood exercise in wishful thinking, which would not be a problem, except that it is causing very real damage by strengthening Russia's will to fight.
Putin is incompetent to you, someone operating on 1st world values and cultural norms. Putin is playing Genghis and the subsequent Russian tributes in Novgorod to them all at once.
Empirically, look at the Roman and Chinese states as a counterpoint. They conquered, quasi-assimilated, and stuck around for a long long while. 
I’m not sure how you can look at Putin, who has held power for decades in the notoriously cutthroat Russian political scene without any sign of falling, and call him incompetent.    

If Putin is competent at anything, it’s manipulating the domestic front to maintain his power. 

Edit: this isn’t an endorsement of Putin lol
It's nowhere near the same thing. While the USSR addressed this in the 1920s then reversed under Stalin, the Russian empire and USSR weren't colonizing. Tatars or Armenians were not like Berbers or Cambodians under French rule, but like Savoyards or Bretons, fully incorporated people who became French, but at different stages. Scholarship has long since rejected the idea that the USSR was Russians oppressing other nationalities (although the ideological background of the current war is distorting history, now that we have an enemy again):

  - Affirmative Action Empire: Nations and Nationalism in the USSR 1923-1939
  - USSR as Communal Apartment - Yuri Slezkine
  - Empire of Nations: Ethnographic Knowledge and the Making of the Soviet Union - Francine Hirsch
  - Biography of No Place - Kate Brown

To understand the French example, where 10% of Metropolitan spoke French at the revolution and by 1863 a quarter still couldn't speak a word of French:

- Peasants into Frenchmen - Eugen Weber
- Social History of France - Peter McPhee
- Discovery of France - Robb Graham
The talk about decolonisation of Russia has been present in the public sphere practically since the war began. It's not just one foundation but a number of players. And that's just the stupid ones, who do not understand that the time for talking about a fragmentation of Russia is once it is defeated, not before.
The Piece is by an opposition Russian journalist who worked 20 years at BBC Russia service and now is in forced exile in Latvia. IF he is a  Kremlin protagonist he must be in very deep cover

 The point that talk of "decolonising Russia" is  strengthening Putins argument and  is an own goal  from the point of the west  is not  an unfounded one.
Please do not personally attack other Redditors.
Just to add more to this, which I totally agree with, the basic premise itself is very much worth talking about and something I've thought about a lot too, but focusing the entire problem around the idea if a dirty bomb is what makes the way the question is framed impossible to discuss within the aims of the subreddit.

OP, if you remove the idea of specifically a dirty bomb, and look for a discussion around "what are some of the likely political/opinion impacts among Ukrainians for withdrawing support after promising it so fully, and how could swap Ukrainian opinion in a post war environment?" we might be getting somewhere, but even that is extremely reliant upon what kind of post war environment we assume.

I've definitely thought about the greater or lesser validity of a Ukrainian Dolchstoßlegende based on how promised western support is delivered though.
[removed]
[removed]
[removed]
To be fair, so the story goes a bunch of Ukrainians did just get together and cut nordstream. Not at all on the same level as trying to produce a dirty bomb but still. I don’t believe the desire exists in Ukraine for such a thing, nor am I sure of the materials required can be acquired by a group of radicals.
Agreed across the board. The problem Ukraine is having with ultranationalism (which often manifests in white nationalist/neonazi symbols) is a direct result of a decade of existential pressure from Russia on the country. 

Despite the Russians trying to justify their invasion in part as an effort to stamp out Ukrainian "nazism," it doesn't represent a serious threat *yet*. But I think you're right, the longer this war continues, and the worse things get for the Ukrainians, the more people will be radicalized by the conflict. This would be especially problematic in a situation in which Ukraine eventually loses, and blames the West at least in part for not doing more, but even in scenarios in which Ukraine eventually succeeds in driving the Russians entirely from their territory, those extremists may still pose a serious longterm threat to the stability of the Ukrainian state and more broadly across Eastern Europe. 

Interestingly enough, Russia is *also* facing similar problems. Their ultranationalists have been empowered by the conflict, and many are receiving training and combat experience from the war serving not only in PMCs like Wagner, or the military proper, but in their own volunteer formations like Rusich and the Russian soccer hooligan unit (can't remember its name right now). On top of that, the Russians have emptied their prisons, dumping violent criminals in Ukraine, giving them combat training and experience, before releasing them in the thousands back into Russia. This is *already* causing problems back home, and it's not hard to imagine that many of these former convicts turned former soldiers will apply their newfound skills back in Russia for petty crime or as muscle for gangs. That many (most) of these guys will have untreated PTSD and TBIs only makes it that much more dangerous in the long run. 

Yet more casualties of this ill-planned, poorly implemented and pointless war.
In 2012 80% of Ukrainians were against joining NATO. You can't betray someone that decided not to be your friend.
Ukraine has a storied history of science and improper storage post collapse of various thermoelectric devices etc. I only mentioned low yield nuke, because I think if there is ONE country in Europe that could do it from more or less scratch while at war, it would be Ukraine. It would absolutely make Russia flip a lid, but I would imagine at that point the people conducting the attack don't care and just want to equalize suffering in their mind.

I do believe it is more likely to be a dirty bomb. But Ukraine can build a low yield fission device. I can't see how they couldn't, they could even find people overseas who have a bone to pick too. It's 2024, we can talk about fission ratios over Microsoft Teams
[removed]
[removed]
If you fear actual terror threats on European soil then you would be far more concerned about Russia who has repeatedly attacked actual civilians on European soil. Not some make belief threats of neo nazis and nlaws.

>The CIA admits they have no idea where half the weapons sent to Ukraine even are

I don’t know if this is what they teach on redscarepod but it’s not the CIA. It was the inspector general of the Pentagon. If you knew what you were talking about we don’t know where more than fifty percent of our own stuff is.


>there have been arrests within Ukraine for selling weapons on the black market

Were you scared when we let Victor Bout go free because Russia arrested a basketball player for having hashish oil or whatever? You know who Victor Bout is right?
[removed]
I’m not sure why you were downvoted. Deterrence does work and in the event of a Chinese first strike, those shipyard will not be the priority. Active carrier fleets on the region would be as they can launch a counter strike faster.
Not sure why those are the only two options.  China imposing a blockade or engaging in attritional air campaign before committing an amphibious force is possible.  Presumably in any case, disrupting supporting  infrastructure in broader region (naval, air, c&c, etc) could be a priority for china.  

Not claiming to know what are likely scenarios, but I really doubt the conflict necessarily has a binary result by the end of a few weeks.
I do agree that I never bought the concept of a "prolonged naval war" with China.  Chinese ship generation is better than ours but the timescale it would take to regenerate their fleet is still immense, and ours even more so.  That's before we consider that by the time either side simply doesn't have boats anymore, nukes are certainly being considered.
> TLDR: The US is powerful enough to have a global sphere of influence and no other state is. Skill diff.

Remove, please. Too ncd
I don't think they have the political capital left to keep stalling. Now that they can't hide behind Turkey, I don't see it taking much longer. They already have strained their relations with EU to the point of almost getting their vote taken away.
This is the story I was remembering

[Turkey F-16 sale not a done deal, even with Sweden’s NATO bid on track](https://www.defensenews.com/congress/2023/10/27/turkey-f-16-sale-not-a-done-deal-even-with-swedens-nato-bid-on-track/)

October 27th 2023: 

> That’s because the four key U.S. lawmakers who would need to greenlight the Block 70 F-16 fighter jets to Turkey are voicing concerns about other issues unrelated to Sweden’s NATO accession.

I don't know if that's still the case now
>I see no reason why the F-16s shouldn't be sent now,

There are plenty. Why would we want Turkish airforce in a better place than it is in now? So they can threaten our NATO ally Greece more? 

The Turks are doing fine with their drones. They are getting by. The additional sales are not worth the additional capability it will give their airforce (and the latitude that might grant their expansionist foreign policy).
But the plane was flying from the middle east to Russia. Not towards the middle east.

It's more likely that it was coming back from a supply run for the RFS in Sudan.
Either Russia is telling the truth (which seems unlikely given their track record).

Or

They're trying to get the egg off their face by having so many irreplaceable aircraft shot down. Releasing a statement like this would cause Ukrainian AA units to second guess or worry about shooting down large Russian aircraft. 

And, Russia just found a convenient excuse to murder a few dozens POWs and drop their bodies at the crash site. Because flying POWs seems really weird.
Ukrainian military intel spox, Andriy Yusov, told Radio Svoboda there was a Ukr-Ru prisoner swap planned for today. But is now no longer going ahead.

https://www.radiosvoboda.org/a/news-hur-obmin-polonenymy/32789955.html
Perhaps it WAS transporting POWs, but they got off in belgorod before it departed again?
Both Ukraine and Russia agree it was filled up with Ukrainian POWs. Someone fucked up.
>We also have the full list of 65 POWs on board.

A list filled with names of Ukrainian PoWs which [were already exchanged](https://nitter.net/Nrg8000/status/1750147667324465388#m) previously. I'm not sure how two years into this conflict people still uncritically take Russian claims at face value, but here we are.
Yes, I don't think it was a MANPADS. Among other things the damage visible before the impact seems to be far too extensive for a small warhead.
its not often an il-76 is shot down so its entirely plausible that they were ferrying pows to somewhere else for a pow exchange, quicker too depending on where they are located and where its happening.
I read in an article the other day that its about 2 Mio/years that they can produce domesticly at the Moment with the Economy tuned to war mode. If EU can reach 1.3 per annum with Support from the US and UK thinks could actually be looking up for Ukraine in the Future.
There is an argument common in some Israeli circles that this was brought on by how the Israeli government dealt with Gilad Shalit- Hamas traded him for 1027 prisoners.
What's interesting is that the US ceasefire plan was [recently polled](https://www.timesofisrael.com/liveblog_entry/poll-most-israelis-would-back-us-plan-tying-palestinian-state-to-freeing-hostages-saudi-normalization/) and found a slim majority of Israelis were in support. 

>A slight majority of Israelis would back a US plan for ending the war that would see the release of all remaining hostages, Saudi Arabia agree to normalize relations with Israel, and Jerusalem agree to the eventual establishment of a demilitarized Palestinian state, a new poll indicates. In the survey conducted by the Midgam Institute on behalf of the dovish Geneva Initiative, 51.3 percent of respondents say they would back such an agreement, while 28.9% said they would oppose it, and 19.8% said they didn’t know.
I think this train has left the station long ago.

While a lot of people cite the Shalit deal as the original sin, Israel has a long history of loopsided deals, including exchanging very alive terrorists for the bodies of killed Israelis.

While I don‘t want to debate the merit of the policy it has placed Israel in a strategic nightmare and this war only deepened the problem. 

Over the last few weeks there were reports that the IDF has identified the hiding place of Sinwar and the location of at least some hostages. I don‘t think anybody doubts that Israel would have long dropped a bunker buster on Sinwar if he wasn‘t surrounded by hostages. 

Going forward any Hamas, Hezbollah, [insert other terrorist organization] will still focus on taking Israeli hostages. This is unlikely to change. 
i would have thought an all-for-all deal is not uncommon move towards peace.  The reasons 'not' when viewed from either said tend to be rather mutual, unless one picks an arbitrary event or starting point to make the assessment.

It will take something 'wild' for anything with a prospect of leading to a peace process to take hold.  Not hard to craft a narrative for why either palestinians or israelis think they need to 'destroy' the other... but obviously neither result should be something we allow to be considered.  

So how can we get back to paddling towards a 2-state solution?  We know hamas leadership can't play a role, and is suspect the same is true for much of israel's govt.  This war isn't helping in any way imho, quite the opposite.  Understand why it is happening, but it is not going to result in the destruction of hamas without destroying all of gaza.  And it certainly won't bring the hostages home nor encourage anyone to come to the bargaining table for a lasting peace.
>Slightly more seriously, how far down the list of concerns is bloodless property damage for the people of Gaza right now? They can barely get their daily needs met and the future is totally uncertain

Considering all that losing what you're not carrying on your back is actually a very big deal. "You're lucky to be alive" isn't exactly comforting and actually comes off as pretty indifferent to their loss.

OP's question is serious because "legal" isn't the sole consideration here. If the buildings are gone and there's no plan to replace them then permanent displacement is a real possibility. There's also optics and how that flows into Israel's broader strategic goals of maintaining peace with its neighbors.
> Israel wouldn't want to poison relations with

Which countries? Because Israel has assassinated people in Belgium, Brazil, Egypt, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Jordan, Lebanon, Malaysia, Malta, Norway, Syria, UAE...and that doesn't even go into the kidnappings.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_Israeli_assassinations
> Sentiment would cool, there would be breathing room to take stock of the situation, Israeli society would have a chance to readjust.

No, it wouldn’t. The next Hamas pogrom would always be in the offing. Israelis will not feel safe, or readjust until Hamas leadership are eliminated, and it’s clear that this can never happen again. You are describing acceptance of a fundamental failure of the Jewish state at protecting Jews from a pogrom - the reason for its existence. It’s an existential crisis for the Israeli public.
The clock will never run out. They can/have trickled out hostages. They probably intend to continue the start/stop of hostage releases indefinitely to keep hope alive indefinitely. However, as more hostages are released, we can expect that the stops will get longer, and longer.
They want to shrink as much as they are able to the area under Ukrainian control and move them away from the heights. The Russians, moreover, still have considerable forces in the area (the plurality of the 58th Army, two VDV divisions, other smaller units), so even in terms of local counterattacks the pressure remains strong. The Ukrainians seem to be maintaining control of the system of trenches between Robotyne and Novoprokopivka fortunately.

In my personal opinion attacking between Novodonetske and Novomaiorske would make little sense, like very little - the area is not easy, the Ukrainians have been beating their heads against these two villages during the summer. The front west of Vuhledar is well south compared to the latitudine of the town so they would have to advance far to the north-east to approach the town, while to the east they don't have this issue. The front line between those two villages passes along the Shaitanka River, so they would have to pass it, only to find themselves having to advance another 5+ kms and also pass the Kashlahach River, if they want to approach Vuhledar from the west, with also little chance of flanking the town from there, given the heights to the north of the Kashlahach River.
i think that depends on how long it will take them to take avdiivka and at what cost. it also depends on what happens with assistance. many ppl here and andrew perpetua expected avdiivka to fall before 2023 was out so the longer it takes the more it costs them. 
novomykhailivka and marinka going south towards vuhledar makes the most sense to me
>are they? 

They have cars. Their parents had bikes. Their grandparents starved to death. 

The most important thing is comparative wealth- that things got better and are getting better. By this metric the Chinese are indeed wealthy, even if the median income is not western standard.
I don't think it's surprising at all. "Might makes right" has been the dominant mode of thought throughout human history and still undergirds the Western order. Best to be careful not to indulge an "end of history" mindset.
> I think China knows best what China is. If they say they are communists who are we to question that? 

Is North Korea democratic just because they claim to be in their name?
>Strikes do not exist in the Marxist ideology.

Marxism encompasses more than Marxist-Leninism.

>If they say they are communists who are we to question that?

There are legitimate Marxist criticisms of modern China. To start, class has been preserved by the current state. On top of that, private property is still an institution in modern China.

>After all, a country with one-party monopoly, state-ownership over more than half of the economy, controlled press and no freedom of speech is hardly capitalist.

This is a poor understanding of Marxism. At no point did Marx proscribe free speech, nor did he ever specify the political structure of a Marxist society. Furthermore, the state controls around one third of the Chinese economy, last I checked. It would be more accurate to describe China as state capitalist, these days.

>They start with what they want and then they build ideology around it.

That's not how ideologies work. You've put the cart before the horse.
>After all, a country with one-party monopoly, state-ownership over more than half of the economy, controlled press and no freedom of speech is hardly capitalist.

The SOEs control 60% of the assets but only generate 40% of the GDP.

If you ask an Orthodox Marxist what the system of a country in which 60% of economic activity is performed by private enterprises, where most of the workforce works for wages to generate a profit for an owner is called- they will without missing a beat say it is capitalism.
I agree that China is socialist despite the private sector there. These things are very complex and not always how they seem at first glance. An example of this weirdness is Laos, a fully Marxist Leninist country, has the highest rate of home ownership in the world.
>Putin may have convinced him to poke at the United States around election day.

KJU may  do something provocative between now and US election day.  In fact, odds are pretty good something will happen.  Rarely does North Korea not test some missiles at least once every few months.  Likely multiple missile tests - all in violation of UNSC resolutions - are on the calendar before the end of 2024 or maybe even underground nuclear weapon test if he feels really frisky.  But it will be done because KJU feels it benefit him/North Korea not because Putin ordered him or asked him nicely.
>It will be the first open and direct conflict between two nuclear powers

That's not true. 

China and the Soviet Union fought a limited exchange.
And the US can casually obliterate NK at it's leisure. If it's up to nuclear powers to not start wars with nuclear powers, the ball is in NK's court.
Obviously I can’t know but I don’t think the U.S. would even threaten the usage of nuclear weapons, let alone actually use them. That’s a can of worms everyone wants to firmly keep closed.
Please refrain from posting low quality comments.
perhaps i'm just exposing myself as unqualified to opine on broader point, but I've never heard of the Helsinki Commission until reading this comment.  not sure i will again for a very long time.

Since the war started, one article in NYT referencing it (quote from advisor to HC regarding seizure of russian assets).  Two hits for WSJ, one on a hearing HC had on russia's financial ties abroad and one is some gripe about Biden admin going after prosecutors in guatemala that had previously prosecuted kremlin cronies, that happens to have reference to Browder testifying to HC on something.
I think it is quite often used in Ukrainian discussion, and many western commentators pick it up.

Many of the ex soviet republics now in NATO argue along these lines as well up to high ranking politicians.

As I wrote Timothy Snyder who is quite influential espeacially on places like Reddit argues along these lines.
2 unnamed German speakers at a Green-party affiliated think tank event are not "influential circles."

This is also stripped of any context, and it seems likely they were responding to a question asked by audience members at the event just based on the snippet you provided.
Thank you.
You think he's competent? He could have easily been a richer, more popular and more influential version of Lukashenko. The West even let him get away with Crimea. Instead he decided to have a little adventure that resulted in a PMC trying to take on Moscow.
[deleted]
>Tatars or Armenians were not like Berbers or Cambodians under French rule, but like Savoyards or Bretons, fully incorporated people who became French, but at different stages.

This was and is much more true for some ethnic groups than others. 

Despite all the talk about it in the west, Tuvans and (non-Crimean) Tatars, Bashkirs, and quite a few others do think of themselves as Russian citizens first and are generally first considered Russian citizens even by ethnic Russians, racism inside Russia aside. 

It was never true for ethnic groups with homelands large enough and/or culturally distinct enough to remain truly distinct from Russia. Armenians are actually a fine example of this other phenomenon, as are Kazakhs, Turkmen, Uzbeks, Balts, etc, which were more like Berbers under French rule or Irish under British rule. Almost all of them think of themselves- and thought of themselves- as Armenians, Lithuanians, Kazakhs, etc first.  

The USSR spun apart the way it did in large part because of these differences. There was no real Bashkir national movement, while the Armenians were almost independent already (see: Armenian military forces fighting the ASSR's own forces and MVD troops over Karabakh in 1991!). The Chechens were an in-between case and so there was a war.
>      
> 
> 
> 
> To understand the French example, where 10% of Metropolitan spoke French at the revolution and by 1863 a quarter still couldn't speak a word of French:

What where they speaking? just genuinely curious, something like regional varieties as Catalan in between roman languages?
You can define it however you like, but I suggest that you read what Putin himself has said about russia and the russian empire. They are currently very openly imperialistic. And no amount of academising will change that.
>The talk about decolonisation of Russia has been present in the public sphere practically since the war began.

As a term in this context "the public sphere" nebulous to the point of meaninglessness.

> It's not just one foundation but a number of players.

Which players? Any more significant than the Heinrich Böll Foundation?
Have you seen what the russian opposition was up to recently? Rabbid infighting, no clear plan etc. They are even more incompetent than Putin, extremely clueless and mostly unpopular. I don't know why people still listen to them.
[removed]
>became clear they were not only going to NOT retake Crimea/Donbass

Ukraine lost the Crimea and many parts of the Donbass in 2014. They then elected Zelensky as he preached negotiations with Putin and a peace deal. They want their territory back like any peoples would but they have shown nothing of the kind of desire you are speaking of. They have GMLRS for almost two years now and no one credible can claim even one instance of them using those on Russian territory but they will suddenly attack Moscow with a dirty bomb? You make no sense.


>I'm beginning to think my ancestry makes me more aware of how far someone is willing to go for revenge.


What ancestry is that?
[removed]
> To be fair, so the story goes a bunch of Ukrainians did just get together and cut nordstream.

I think this was possible to pull off, but the actual story is far simpler. The Ukrainian military [decided](https://www.washingtonpost.com/national-security/2023/06/06/nord-stream-pipeline-explosion-ukraine-russia/) to cut the pipeline, then did it, the end.
[removed]
This is just looking at the wrong time frame, it's very understandable that someone could feel betrayed after NATO pledged support until the conclusion of the war and an ultimate Ukrainian victory if they then totally turn off the tap which results in a deteriorating situation. Decisions which costed lives were made as a result of those promises, and if the west reneges many Ukrainians would be understandably angered, to put it mildly.
The science aspect was true right up until the early 90s. Many of the prominent minds and thus technical know-how left Ukraine entirely for greener pastures in the west and further east. Those who stayed behind are either well into retirement, dead, or their previous assistants and proteges are out fighting in trenches somewhere, war weary *or also dead.*

The Manhattan project took the entire marshalled industrial and scientific capacity of the United States and it was done at breakneck speed with no regards for cost. The Soviet project was also done in the same manner, running from 1942 until 1949 (when the first tests occurred). Ukraine as a part of the soviet union has a prior history of helping to develop nuclear devices but they were only a part of that history, all of the technical knowledge was not retained in Ukraine and it was also developed outside of living memory. Regardless the process took seven years from program start to first low yield tests and relied heavily on espionage of the ongoing Manhattan project, to the point where the first bombs tested were direct copies of Fat Man.

Ukraine could not achieve the same mobilization and would be starting from a much poorer initial point, there are a much smaller number of Ukrainian scientists remaining in Ukraine, the industries required to build and contribute are largely inactive or under extreme pressure to provide wartime material whilst also having their ranks plucked for mobilization efforts. American and Soviet industry was not under the pressure of missile strikes whilst contributing to their atomic programs, Ukrainian industry is.

Building a low yield fission device is a huge leap and it's extremely unlikely Ukraine could successfully marshall its industry and scientific community (whilst evading detection by the Russians and subsequent elimination of this community) to build a fission device in any meaningful timeframe. If we're talking about a decade? Sure. But that's irrelevant discussion in the context of this war given we're only two years in. Even if they halved the time with modern processes, it would still take nearly 4 years to develop and deploy a device and that's assuming that Russia would not detect these efforts and act accordingly.

As far as finding people overseas, that would be extremely visible to the Russians and also extremely unlikely, Iran has had some limited success in this field over the past few decades and even then the majority of their knowledge and infrastructure has been domestic, mostly because there are a very limited number of scientists globally that have a true understanding and willingness to develop a bomb, even less still are willing to put themselves in harms way in the middle of a potential or active warzone to do it.

And this all goes without considering Ukraine's allies and western partners. None of them bar maybe some of the baltics would be receptive to nuclear development and would especially not be pleased if Ukraine was repositioning Patriot batteries and other systems to defend those efforts.

It's just extremely unlikely to happen, just because there's a technical chance that Ukraine could, given enough time, develop a fission device, doesn't mean they're even remotely likely to attempt or consider doing so.  


>It's 2024, we can talk about fission ratios over Microsoft Teams

Scientific collaboration is only a small part of the technical gap required to develop a device. The true challenge for Ukraine wouldn't be cobbling together the understanding, but rather cobbling together the materials and manufacturing precision and technology necessary to actually build one. Microsoft Teams doesn't really help domestic Ukrainian industry when it comes to building and designing their various aspects of a fission device. They're not going to get foreign support on this front without raising some serious red flags both with Russia and also with western partners who in no uncertain terms do not want Ukraine to have nuclear devices.
[removed]
[removed]
Please refrain from posting low quality comments.
Because PLAN can’t sustain an elongated blockade with USN getting involved? And if the USN gets involved they’re not gonna be able to sustain an air campaign either.
Yea that’s why I brought up the idea of “just don’t defend them” because as you and I agree, realistically this war would be won or lost in sub 6 months timespan, so there is no point in wasting air defense assets to protect industrial infrastructure that takes years to make new ships when you can use said AD to defend airbases and radar stations that can actually effect the war.
In previous exchanges POW's were flown from Mariupol to Belgorod
I find it hard to believe Russia transports POWs by plane unless it was done deliberating in hopes Ukraine will shot it down to make it seem like they're incompetent.
Russia is usually slow to react to embarrassing bad news like that. But here we have almost immediate acknowledgement from officials. What's more interesting, is that Ukraine is backpedaling on their own claim it was shot down by AFU. Why would they do that?
Do you have a link showing Ukraine agreeing?
People should also not uncritically accept unverified claims that these were previously exchanged PoWs.
I very much doubt haste is that important when ferrying POWs. Surely, a regular civilian bus would make way way more sense, as we have seen before numerous times in fact.
>"You're lucky to be alive"

Weird quote because that's not what I said. More like when you don't know where your next meal is coming from an empty building a mile or two away doesn't concern you much.

>no plan to replace them

Israel ministers do actually talk about rebuilding Gaza all the time. This sub gets bent out of shape about it because Israel doesn't want to be the one to pay for it. I agree there's not a plan right now but it's not as if there's no intention to rebuild Gaza.
Hamas is seen as a strategic asset in Qatar and Turkey, as these countries use the militant group to boost their islamist credentials. Hamas leaders have long operated out of these countries with impunity, protected by their security services. Israel could hit them there, but it would be a lot more difficult than pulling it off in a western country. 
Don’t forget [repeatedly using forged and stolen Canadian passports for assassination missions](https://www.thecanadianencyclopedia.ca/en/article/canadian-passport-abuse).
Something like 1.4 billion people in china and apparently 320 million cars.  Wikipedia puts them at 221 cars per 1000 people, ranking between Belize and Panama (or if looking at region, between Kazakhstan and Mongolia).

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_countries_and_territories_by_motor_vehicles_per_capita

Agree they have been getting wealthier quickly, disagree that china is a wealth country.  The median income is no where near western wealthy nation standard, that is not the benchmark I suggested... they're meaningfully behind mexico or south africa.  And dramatically behind russia as i expected. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Median_income

Change in wealth can be more important than high wealth for a lot of things, but you can also very quickly run into problems if the pace of improvement drops significantly...
"Might makes right" is close to the opposite of an ideology though.  It's like calling "prosperity" an ideology.

And the "might" in this case usually refers to like, physical might, economic might, etc etc.

Not how... "strong" your ideology is.
A fair point. Still, I've never met a Chinese person who believed his/her country was capitalist. It's not just a declarative thing in the name.
> There are legitimate Marxist criticisms of modern China. To start, class has been preserved by the current state. On top of that, private property is still an institution in modern China.

Wouldn't dogshit labor rights compared to even certain degenerate capitalist societies also be a major stickler?  This isn't a tongue-in-cheek question, I'm legitimately starting to suspect that labor rights and quality of labor isn't as central to capital L leftism as I thought it was.
There are legitimate Marxist criticisms of modern China. There were legitimate Marxism criticisms of the USSR (statism etc). That doesn't mean people can just call them capitalist societies.

>Furthermore, the state controls around one third of the Chinese economy, last I checked. It would be more accurate to describe China as state capitalist, these days.

Socialist societies (ie those on the way to communism, in the temporary socialist stage) can have various degrees of private property (Lenin's NEP, individual farms, or even companies). That doesn't make them capitalist in any way.
Even a slightly less orthodox marxist, tbh.  The amount of flexibility needed to label any of that as socialism is... substantial.
Not really. Marxism's defining characteristic is the dictatorship of the proletariat - exercised through the undisputed rule of the single communist party.

Economic aspects might change and temporarily deviate from the communist ideal - like Lenin's NEP, or oscillating between collectivization and individual farms, or China allowing limited private company ownership.
[deleted]
India and Pakistan also fought a war with thousands of casualties in 1999, a year after Pakistan’s first nuclear test series.
I think if we’re going to criticize people for saying things, we should actually talk about who we’re talking about, and quote what they actually said. If I say “There are many politicians in Russia who are pushing Russia to nuke New York” it’s a claim so vague that it might as well be misinformation - who are these politicians, people in the Duma or the mayor of a town of 2,000 people? How are they “pushing” this? What did they actually say? The telephone game of passing along interpretations of what people said almost always leads to distortions.

You mentioned one name, Timothy Snyder, so I went and red three articles of his about how the war ends. The only thing I could related to Russia breaking up [was in this article](https://snyder.substack.com/p/putins-rule-is-weakening):

> It does seem that his mind is now on the future.  Kadyrov now proposes that Russia locate air defense systems in Chechnya.  His justification is that Ukraine might attack Chechnya, which is not at all credible.  He has also announced that a new battalion raised in Chechnya to fight in Ukraine will instead remain in Chechnya.  It sounds more like he is preparing for a post-Putin Russia in which Chechnya would claim independence.  

Which is pretty far from advocacy. I’m not saying Snyder never said this, but spending several minutes searching didn’t turn up much (even in articles where he talks about Russia losing the war, or what the West should do to defeat Russia), so if there’s something in particular he said that you’re referring to, it would be helpful if you actually quoted what he said that you're taking issue with.
>He could have easily been a richer, more popular and more influential version of Lukashenko.

Honestly, that sounds like a pretty accurate description of Putin.
Yes, I do think he’s competent. Regarding Ukraine, he made a calculated gamble and failed, but that doesn’t make him completely incompetent, especially on the domestic front. He has all he wants there. His management of the war has been decent if you realize his goal is not giving up an inch to the west regardless of the losses. 
This is objectively wrong and Russians as a majority clearly don’t believe that. Life has improved for many Russians under his rule, even during his war in Ukraine. Direct cash injections into rural communities is largely responsible for this.

You’re bringing a western liberal perspective of good into this that Russians do not hold. Putin is many things, evil, corrupt, and deranged, but he is not incompetent. Russia will not be at risk of breaking up any time soon.
"At different stages" was load bearing. The Caucasus and Central Asia were only taken from Persianate rulers in the early to mid 19th century, compared to the furthest depths of Siberia in the 17th century or Tatarstan in the 15th and 16th centuries, so integration hadn't proceeded as far.

There is a very valuable conversation related to racial preference (e.g. why the Armenians had more heavy military equipment than Azeris, why Central Asians weren't prominent in mainline formations in Europe etc.) which then fueled the dissolution, where more Russians voted to dissolve the USSR than Central Asians, with the common talking point of sending too many resources to support them for little benefit.
Exactly. The French standard comes from the Parisian area. It first spread to Europe in the 12th century (old French) through songs and poems of knights and chivalry, then again after the Fronde when protestant nobles and merchants left elsewhere.

Most notably, a southern variety Occitan, very close to Catalan, spread throughout 12th century Southern Europe in a similar way, with Sicilian poets under the Norman king composing poetry in Occitan, beside Arabic, Latin, Sicilian and Northern French, inspiring the sonneteers.

The Basques were more numerous than now. Many Low German (Dutch) speakers were in the North (around the Nord Pas de Calaos, notably Dunkirk). Various dialects now considered Italian (e.g. Ligurian). Then you have Breton in the West, Germanic forms in an area far bigger than Alsace of today. The coasts would also have sabir/lingua franca, which heavily influenced pidgins people speak in the Carribean, Nigeria etc. (You savy dance?) ...and many other romance varieties in between.
Imperialism is not the same as colonialism is not the same as settler colonialism. These words have meanings and can't be just used interchangeably to mean "bad".
You are using these concepts as generic negative words, but they have meaning. Imperialism integrates while colonialism exploits keeping them "the other". Putin et al. don't think Ukraine is some other to exploit economically, they see Ukrainians as part of the same whole like how an American sees Kansas and Ohio, they see Odessa, Sevastopol as storied placed from their national mythology like Boston, Philadelphia etc. This isn't a situation like Haiti where foreigners ruled them for centuries (actually, the nobility in Ukraine were largely Poles, and the nobility in the Russian as a whole were largely Tatars and European immigrants).

This is an issue of self determinism and national awakening, like what happened in Austria-Hungary, not of colonialism.
[removed]
[removed]
[removed]
Don’t do that. I know neo nazis exist and I also know of what they do and who they, at least in  America, prefer to win this war. Hint it ain’t Ukraine. What does that have to do with Ukraine and nlaws? 

>if cheap surplus Ak-74s from Ukraine end up on the black market in Europe 


Cheap AKs have been flooding the world for decades my guy. Ever corner of the world has cheap AKs everywhere. I’ll ask you again do you know who Bout is? Were you concerned that not only was he not arrested when he returned to Russia but celebrated and then elected to office?
I tend to agree, I think China will underperform like we have seen with russia.  But that is not remotely a certainty.  More importantly, just highlighting that there are waay more options on the table that the over-simplistic binary option suggested.  

Surprises happen. I doubt china comes out on top in a duel between PLAN ASuW and USN AD... but you can't rule it out.
When? I'm genuinely curious because flying *anything* out of Mariupol seems like a bit of a risk given it's proximity to the front lines.

Doubly so for a slow moving transport.
Intentionally losing such a valuable plane seems unlikely.
Wouldn't really that be a bad trade though ? Sure, it paints Ukraine in a bad way, assuming a certain POV.

On the other hand, how many IL76s and crews are available ?
Did the AFU ever make that claim? The only thing I've seen so far was "one source at the ministry of defence". Not that it would be too surprising if it actually was the work of the AFU, whether due to an internal mistake or a miscommunication with the Russian side. The absence of a strong official denial (and the variations on "we've got to establish the facts first" instead) do make it look like Ukraine might well have shot it down.

I feel like the information is a little too fresh and the facts too confused to get much information so far though, just speculation.
> Russia is usually slow to react to embarrassing bad news like that.

Would it be so embarrassing if they reacted by lying that it was full of POWs?
That goes both ways
Of course buses are used you wouldn't fly a cargo plane into Ukraine for a prison exchange would you? Doesn't mean you can't ferry pows from one airport to another and then buses the last stretch.

Still I guess we'll have to wait and see what the Il-76 were carrying, explosion seems small for a supposed S-300s cargo, but I'm no expert.
> https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Median_income

The table in this article is comparing 2011 figures for China against figures for 2019 to 2021 for the rest of the world. Median incomes in China have been growing between 5% and 10% per annum for decades, so the median income in 2019-2020 could be double what the table has, putting them ahead of Brazil.
I never said it was an ideology in and of itself. It's an ethical justification.

>Not how... "strong" your ideology is.

Oh, I see what you were saying now.
> This isn't a tongue-in-cheek question, I'm legitimately starting to suspect that labor rights and quality of labor isn't as central to capital L leftism as I thought it was.

That gets into the difference between stated goals and practical reality. It’s not something any politicians are fond of, especially Marxists. 

Marx’s wringing where very sparse on detail when it came to how communism would work day to day. This lead to a million sub branches of how people intended to achieve it. The major players, the USSR, PRC, Cuba, DPRK, etc. coalesced around systems that politically sidelined workers.
I chose two core theoretical criticisms. As far as I'm aware, Marx doesn't discuss labor unions specifically. His writings are much more theoretical in nature. Among Communists, there's usually a wariness toward business unionism because they see it as another facet of capitalism that will ultimately preserve it at the expense of the proletariat.

In the USSR, there was a single federation that organized trade unions and it had varying power throughout the USSR's existence. During the Russian Civil War, trade unions and strikes were forbidden under War Communism because there really wasn't much room for that when fighting the Whites. However, Trotsky was a real misanthropic bastard, IMO, who was only eclipsed by Stalin.

I'm far from an expert on these matters. It strikes me as a more complex topic than presented by the usual narratives on either side of the debate. There's also the problem that there are so many strains of Marxism and many different contexts in which Marxist Leninism was implemented, ranging from East Germany to Cambodia to Cuba, etc.
Well labour laws and protections are good and all but they aren’t the end of Marxism per se, there’s a lot of critique of “economism” and t”trade unionism” in Marxist circles. The Chinese communist may say we need to work hard now in order to prepare to defend our revolution and labour laws must take a back seat. They would also claim that the good labour relations western capita states enjoy are payed for off the back of imperial exploitation.

Another they could point to is the direction of travel of each country. No western country is currently improving labour relations- they’re getting worse and have been for 20 years. China is more than likely trending in a more positive direction.
>That doesn't mean people can just call them capitalist societies.

If the society isn't Marxist then it's capitalist. Plenty of people called the USSR state capitalist but the USSR had virtually no private ownership and did not have a capitalist class structure. Modern China has a clear class structure and most of its economy is private.

>Socialist societies can have various degrees of private property

Yes, I'm well aware of the "temporary" excuse and I know those examples. The PRC was founded in 1949 and Deng's reforms started in 1980. This "temporary" phase has lasted for 44 years of the 74 year lifespan of the PRC, i.e. nearly 60% of its existence. Lenin's NEP lasted for 6 years. At some point I feel that can call a spade a spade.
> exercised through the undisputed rule of the single communist party

The one-party state led by the vanguard party is a component of Marxist-Leninism, not Marxism in general.

>China allowing limited private company ownership.

China has gone far beyond "limited" private company ownership.
>I'm positing it would be because they have a secret deal where Kim gets Russian technology transfers, Putin gets N.Korean artillery AND help sabotaging Biden.

And I'm saying there aren't anything Putin could theoretically offer KJU that is so valuable to KJU that KJU would be willing to risk his own life and/or the regime stability in North Korea.
> it’s a claim so vague that it might as well be misinformation

Absolutely, the wests policy is not decided in Ukraine, Lithuania, Poland, or Berlin.

Which is why I wanted to  highlight the differing voices.

(edit Just noticed I divided this between two comments, Snyder is absolutely not undisputed in central European history and his post-colonial framing and drawing comparisons to other European colonialism is exactly a point of contention with his theories)

Edit you might notice that often on reddit there is a consternation between how Biden or Scholz are not acting by going all in on Ukraine or are not speaking out clearer, which is imho a sign of non decision makers influencing the public discussion while politicians are going by different criteria.

Now regardless from what exactly was said the OP article, actually does not claim the direct statement to break up Russia but "decolonization of Russia" in a panel of the German Heinrich Böll foundation by two German politicians, the kind of language here is far closer to the narratives Snyder uses and he is actually quite often invited as a speaker at the Böll foundation and from the dialectics instrumental to the position of the Green party.

(If its not clear the Heinrich Böll foundation is basically the foundation of the German Green party)

https://www.boell.de/de/media/audio/keynote-timothy-snyder-ukraine-russia-and-eu

Now that is not a direct quote, but that was as well not what the initial article implied, Snyders whole narrative of fixing Russias imperialism by imposing a massive loss like on Germany 1945 or France in Algeria, is the argument of the article, in conjunction with describing the conquering of Siberia and the eastern parts of Russia as colonialism.
> he made a calculated gamble

He calculated that the war was going to be measured in days. There was no Plan-B. No competence was involved in that decission.
>The Caucasus and Central Asia were only taken from Persianate rulers in the early to mid 19th century, compared to the furthest depths of Siberia in the 17th century or Tatarstan in the 15th and 16th centuries, so integration hadn't proceeded as far.
  


There is not much consistency here. Tuva did not become a subject of Moscow until 1911. Even colonization did not start until 1856. This is 50+ years after Russian Empire annexed Kartli-Kakheti. 

Left-bank Ukraine was annexed by 1700 and they certainly do not think of themselves as Russian. There are factors beyond just time that cause a people to think of the Ru govt as a protector instead of an occupier. 

>There is a very valuable conversation related to racial preference

It also cannot explain it wholly, else the Ukrainians would've opted to stay and the Tuvans to go.
These aren't really that distinct concepts. UK was an empire too, so does that mean it cannot be colonialists? All empires use a mix of integration and what you refer to as "othering", exploitation is just standard for any kind of coercive governance, as well as outright genocide at times. Russia in the Russian Empire time looked down upon anyone non Russian, they certainly were others, it didn't integrate them in a multi ethnic empire sense, like Austro Hungary or the Ottoman Empire tried to at times, it used a mixture of killing and cultural suppression to over time integrate them, much like Rome and China in parts of its history. 

Timothy Snider's the making of modern Ukraine lecture series does an excellent job of explaining why Russia's attitude towards Ukraine is colonial in nature throughout different parts of its history.

https://m.youtube.com/watch?v=bJczLlwp-d8
> Putin et al. don't think Ukraine is some other to exploit economically, they see Ukrainians as part of the same whole like how an American sees Kansas and Ohio, they see Odessa, Sevastopol as storied placed from their national mythology like Boston, Philadelphia etc.

I think that's an incredibly naive point of view.  Considering Russia is shelling Ukrainian citizens, they absolutely *are* treating them as "the other".

Russia seeks to dominate and subdue Ukraine.  Whatever words you use to describe it, that is the end goal.  This is no jovial brotherhood, this is one nation attempting to crush another nation, with the end goal of controlling physical resources (oil, ports).  This has nothing to do with culture, people, etc.
I didn't say it was unbelievable, I don't think anyone here has said that. I said it was pure speculation. 

So what do you want from me? IMO this is an r/NCD or r/geopolitics tier post. I'm not sure how anyone can engage with it while maintaining credibility. Fanfiction.
[removed]
If someone misplaces their car keys, it doesn't mean they've been stolen or sold on the black market.
There's a distinct difference between not knowing where something is and anything nefarious going on.
[removed]
Well sure, Ukraine has received more than just those. 

They have to do with Ukraine because it’s very well known and documented that western neo nazis have strong links with Ukraine going back 15 years or so now. Neo nazi groups in Ukraine are now very well armed, and neo nazi groups in the west may have had members fighting in Ukraine and becoming more radical. These groups already plan attacks, they want Ukraine to win but what happens if the west abandons Ukraine like the original comment I was responding to was positing? 

It’s not so wild to me that these groups which have rather strong links in some cases could coordinate some sort of attack using arms from the Ukrainian groups. There are already far right attacks foiled in Britain every year. Stranger things have happened. The Palestinians managed it, the islamists managed it.

And yes I’ve seen lord of war.
t .me/supernova\_plus/27565
I don't believe they did, but it was all over the media. But unless what Russia says is plausible, I don't see why they would rain on the parade and be so vague about it.
S300 warheads are fairly small about 150kg per missile. Most of their weight is fuel and that is assuming you get a full sympathetic explosion. Although, I doubt they were transported fueled.

From the limited footage, it seems like a big fuel fireball and I don't think we can say anything concrete about what was on board.
Here is 2016 median disposable income on PPP basis.  For whatever reason, not finding more recent data from china from a bit of googling.

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/45ae3dae-en/index.html?itemId=/content/component/45ae3dae-en
One good example of this complexity is that Laos - a Marxist Leninist country, has the highest rate of home ownership in the world, something like 95%.
While you are right about Marxism-Leninism, that's the only branch of Marxism that exists in a state form, as far as I am aware, so discussing others is slightly ephemeral.

>China has gone far beyond "limited" private company ownership.

Personally I agree with you - but it is easy for a Marxist theoretician to describe it as another temporary experiment/expedient in the spirit of Lenin's NEP or Yugoslav self-management.
We are clearly seeing a plan B in action. Since plan A failed they have switched to ramping up military production and preparing for a long war.
> Timothy Snider's the making of modern Ukraine

In my history, you'll see 10k words of notes on those lectures.  (The 9th mentions that you can't tell history from just 1 nationalist perspective.) The incorporation of Ukrainian elites, who built the Russian national mythology etc. implies they didn't look down on non-Russians, unless you say they considered Ukrainians Russians, in which case...

This is an introductory course which simplifies things for a lay audience and elides many big discussions (e.g. painting Holodomor as only a Ukrainian event), made worse by Snyder having positioned himself as an activist in the past years. Osterhammel notes colonialism needs colonies, places governed differently, and Odesa, Kharkiv etc. were not governed differently from Perm or Kazan. (The pale of settlement is a valid objection, but doesn't seem relevant here.)
[removed]
[removed]
>western neo nazis have strong links with Ukraine going back 15 years or so now. 

Neo nazi groups have far more of an affiliation with Russia than Ukraine. I’m sure you know about Yan Petrovsky and all of his links with the neo nazis across Europe? 

>Neo nazi groups in Ukraine are now very well armed, and neo nazi groups in the west may have had members fighting in Ukraine and becoming more radical.


So neo nazi groups in Russia and Ukraine are well armed so they are going to use nlaws to attack civilians in western Europe. Make this make sense. 

I’m sure at some time in the future a gun or weapon of some kind will be linked back to Ukraine and people who are getting radicalized by things like rescarepod will have a field day. Until then let’s focus on real threats like the security of Europe from a country that has already with its own military attacked and has soldiers with guns present in at least three European countries.
If it was friendly fire, they might not know anything about it, what cargo, etc to counter a Russian statement.
I agree overall. Media will run with whatever first information they get, and then update based on new information, but the latter does make it seem more plausible.

The speculation part I was talking about goes beyond that though; I feel like any discussion on ultimate responsibility would require one to know not only who shot it down, but whether the party which shot it down was informed beforehand of what the plane was transporting (and whether that claim in itself is also true). Responses by the AFU or 'sources at the ministry of defence' so far do seem to show some confusion on all these matters.
Plan B is clearly improvised and borne out of pride, if an indefinite quagmire in Ukraine and economic war with the rest of Europe and the US was a serious consideration in their planning, I highly doubt Plan A would've been carried out at all.
> The incorporation of Ukrainian elites, who built the Russian national mythology etc. implies they didn't look down on non-Russians,

The UK incorporated Indian elites - does that mean they didn't look down on them? These are incredibly simplistic takes.
I don't know if it's just me but I find it strange that you are replying to everyone and arguing with them except for the one guy who replied to you originally disagrees with your nuke talk but is making claims of Ukraine and neo nazis.
Why must we focus on only the “real threats” I understand that domestic terror falls beyond the scope of this thread probably but still. It only Reddit, there’s plenty of room and bandwidth for us laypeople to talk about both subjects. 

I think the seeming resurgence and international nature of the far right in Europe is worthy of discussion. It’s not like we don’t discuss Russian aggression and its designs on Europe in this sub in favour of Ukrainian problems. Having one comment chain about it is not offensive to me.
I wonder what Ukraine's (and Western) plan was when they refused to implement the Minsk plan on autonomy of Donetsk and Lugansk within Ukraine. If they knew where it was leading I doubt they would have dropped Minsk.
Indian elites ruled the UK, built its national mythology, standardized its language, reformed its religion etc.? Because Ukrainians did all those things in the Russian empire...
Which Ukrainians ruled the Russian Empire?
Your new goalpost is whether a single family was Ukrainian or not? Nations did not exist at this time, so the question doesn't work. (The modern Ukrainian state considers Poles, Jews, Germans etc. to be Ukrainians, if on its land, taking part etc. However for this, you are obviously asking about ethnic Ukrainians, i.e. people who grew up speaking Ukrainian, yet not say Polish? This omits many people...) But of course you're not seriously engaging with the subject. Nevertheless:

Already in the 17th and 18th centuries, more than half of bishops were Ukrainian, including many metropolitans of Moscow (heads of the whole church) like Stefan Yavorskii, Feofan Prokopovich, Iosif Volchanskii, probably Makarii etc. (Kharlampovich gives 70/127 bishops from 1700-1762 as Ukrainian, 10 others were non Russian, including Serbs and Romanians.) See the schism where they rewrote the bible and changed traditions to align them with practices common in Ukraine. The Academy of Sciences was opened by a Ukrainian, and chaired by more. At one point in 1760, 9/10 university heads were Ukrainian.

Brezhnev and his clique ruled Ukraine for a long time, with Khrushev growing up in Ukraine and playing up his image, wearing ethnic shirts, speaking Ukrainian etc. Cherneno's father was Ukrainian (but he didn't embrace it). Gorbachev's mother was Ukrainian. Podgorny (formal chair) was too. 31/38 years after Stalin's death. You had Ukrainians oppressing Ukrainians etc. You are looking at this too simplistically and call details "simplistic takes" yourself.

You're do not seem interested in the books I originally suggested, so here is an article specifically going into detail about why the colonial lens doesn't apply here and what's actually going on: https://revdem.ceu.edu/2023/11/24/ukrainians-started-as-the-scots-and-ended-up-as-the-irish-yaroslav-hrytsak-on-the-global-history-of-ukraine/
> Sigh. Your new goalpost is whether a single family was Ukrainian or not?

This is a really shitty attitude. You first say, making a very specific claim:

> Indian elites ruled the UK, built its national mythology, standardized its language, reformed its religion etc.? Because Ukrainians did all those things in the Russian empire...

Then when I ask about it you act like I'm acting in bad faith. If you make a mistake or say something incorrectly - there is nothing wrong with owning up to it. I'm well aware of the Ukrainians in the SU leadership, while it was still Russian dominated the SU was much more a multi ethnic empire than the Russian empire was. Ukranians oppressing Ukranians again is not some subtlety - its a facet of most colonialist empires and quite frankly any invasion (including the current Russian invasion) - you subvert the elite and get them to do the dirty work for you. Putting those that are aligned with the ruling class in positions of power is not new. The Spanish intermarried with the local nobility in the Americas and used existing power structures to do their oppression, and that wasn't some nuance about how the Spanish actually saw the indigenous people's as equals, that's just the politics and expediency of exploitation and colonization. The offspring of these marriages, while mixed blood, were much more culturally Spanish and became the ruling class and despite the fact they were often much more indigenous than Spanish in blood, that is still and example of colonialism. This pattern is repeated across space and time, Russia is no different.
